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Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 
(Continued) 


Dr. Pieper says: “The objections to the verbal inspiration of 
Holy Scripture do not manifest great ingenuity or mental acumen, 
but the very opposite.” When men set out to criticize God’s 
Word, “they lose their common sense and become utterly un- 
reasonable and illogical.” (What Is Christianity? P. 243.) On the 
other hand, Dr. Edwin Lewis speaks of “the incredible fatuity on 
the part of the literalist, who insists on the ‘absolute inerrancy’ 
of Scripture” (A Philosophy of the Christian Revelation, p. 55), 
and Dr. G. A. Buttrick declares that “the avowal of the literal in- 
fallibility of Scripture, held to its last logic, would risk a trip to 
the insane asylum.” (See Conc. THreot. Montutiy, XII, p. 223.) 
Who is right? It is the purpose of this and the following articles 
to show that those who uphold the thesis that Scripture is in 
conflict with history, other sciences, and even with itself are in 
conflict with sound reason. The Modernists and the moderns 
claim that, when once the mind is scientifically trained, it detects 
a host of errors in the Bible. It will not be hard to demonstrate 
that, the better a mind is scientifically and logically trained, the 
more it marvels at the fatuity displayed by the critics of the 
Bible.5» 


50) The faith of the Chrisian does not need such a demonstration. 
But the moderns need it. When one who imagines that the rejection of 
Verbal Inspiration is required and justified by reason realizes that all 
his objections are unreasonable, he will approach Scripture with a more 
chastened a beg It will shatter his self-confidence to find that on his 
own principles, on the application of common sense, his position is un- 
tenable. So we are not now asking him for the sacrificium intellectus. 
Leave that to the believer as a believer. All that we ask of the objector 
is the usus intellectus. We want him, for the purpose of the present 
articles, to use it to the full. — The present discussion will be of some use, 
too, for the believer. His own flesh makes the same objections, and his 

pride of reason needs the same treatment. 
31 
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The list of “historical errors in the Bible” does not speak well 
for the historical acumen of its compilers. It evidences a vast 
amount of historical misinformation. And the misinformation dis- 
pensed by the historical critics of the Bible is due to the fact that 
they have not learned the first principles underlying the science 
of history. When they took that course, the professor warned them 
against undertaking to pass final judgment on any historical matter 
unless they had full knowledge of all the facts in the case. He 
commits a historical crime who decides historical questions on the 
basis of partial information. A mind which is scientifically 
trained shuns hasty, premature judgments. The professor also 
warned them against the vice of partiality. Unless a man is 
ready to make use of all the historical material at his disposal, 
he cannot qualify as a historian ur historical critic. He has no 
right to pick and choose from the sources at his own good pleasure. 
These and similar rules and canons are dictated by common 
sense. 

Most of the “historical mistakes” are mistakes of the critics. 
The critics spoke without full knowledge of the subject. In plain 
language, the items in question are due to ignorance. Conse- 
quently the list has a queer appearance. As the list looks today, 
every other item is marked “Delete!” The earlier critics have 
been corrected by scholars of a later day, and the later critics 
are hard put to find new mistakes — or try to salvage some of the 
old items — in order to give a respectable length to the list. They 
used to say that Moses could not have been the author of the 
Pentateuch as we have it because at the time when it purports to 
have been written people could not write. This item has been 
deleted. “It was not long ago that certain ‘progressives’ were 
wont to affirm boldly that there never was any such person as 
Moses, because no mention of him can be found in other records; 
and, anyway, allowing that there was such a man, he couldn't 
possibly have written the Pentateuch because the art of writing 
was unknown in his time. Then along came a man with a spade, 
and, digging among the ruins of Tel-el-Amarna, he unearthed a 
whole library of correspondence” dating from the time of the 
Exodus. (D.J. Burrell, Why I Believe the Bible, p.61.)°!» “Thus, 
while von Bohlen pictures an analphabetical ancient world and 
scoffs at the notion of literary activity in the Mosaic era (a position 
shared also by Reuss, Dillmann, and others), the modern verdict, 
which rests on a definite historical basis, is not only this affirma- 





51) We read on page 187: “Suffice it here to say that not a single 
record of the slightest importance in the Pentateuch or other historical 
books of Scripture has ever been successfully impugned, while, on the 
contrary, the researches of the archeologists are continually verify- 
ing them.” 
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tion: ‘It is probable that at the time of the Amarna letters’ 
(the fourteenth century, or the time of Moses) ‘the usual mode 
of writing in Syria, Phenicia, and Palestine was the alphabetic’ 
(Am. Journal of Archeology, Jan., 1926), but also the unavoidable 
conclusion that the real origin of alphabetic writing lies in the 
dim past, too far anterior to Moses to be dated definitely.” (Conc. 
Turot. MontHLY, 4, p. 179.) 

All right, Moses could write. But he had no right to speak 
of Abraham and Amraphel, etc., as historical figures. This item, 
too, has been blue-penciled, and the censor is recognized among 
the higher critics of today as a high authority -A New Commen- 
tary on Holy Scripture, edited by Bishop Charles Gore and others 
(1929): “With the introduction of Abraham we touch real history 
and are able to compare the narratives of Genesis with Babylonian 
and Egyptian records. ... The identification of ‘Amraphel, king 
of Shinar,’ i.e., Babylon, with Hammurabi, the sixth king of the 
first Babylonian dynasty, who reigned c. 2123-2081 B.C., gives us 
an approximate date for Abraham’s migration from Babylon... . 
There is no reason to doubt the existence of the patriarchs (Abra- 
ham, Jacob, Israel) as historic personages.” (P.38.) So item two 
also was the result of a premature judgment, given by an im- 
mature historian. 

Item three. Its father declared that “an alliance between 
Egypt and the Hittites was as improbable as would be one at the 
present time between England and the Choctaws.” “But, alas for 
the overconfident critic, recent investigations have shown, not only 
that such an alliance was natural but that it actually occurred.” 
(The writer quotes from monuments of Egypt and the Tel-el- 
Amarna tablets): “There has been brought to light a Hittite em- 
pire in Asia Minor, with central power and vassal dependencies 
round about and with treaty rights on equal terms with the 
greatest nations of antiquity, thus making the Hittite power a 
third great power with Babylonia and Egypt.” (The Funda- 
mentals, II, pp. 15, 32.) 

Next we have the cause célébre based on Luke 2:1,2. Here 
the critics were absolutely sure of their case. This census is a 
fiction! And Quirinius never governed Syria during the life of 
Herod! Luke committed a historical crime. ‘“Twesten, the learned 
rector of the university at Berlin, whom, for his labors and repu- 
tation in other respects, we honor, quotes this passage and that 
of the blind men at Jericho as showing that we throw ourselves 
into inextricable difficulties in our endeavor to explain them... . 
These cases are among those which the adversaries of a plenary 
inspiration have seemed to regard as the most insurmountable.” 
(L.Gaussen, Theopneustia, p. 208, 210.) All the evidence was 
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against Luke, insisted the prosecutor. The Proceedings of the 
Western District of 1865, page 31, after stating that “not a single 
Bible statement concerning secular matters has been proved 
false,” goes on to say: “But there remained one passage which 
could not be straightened out, the passage stating that Cyrenius 
was governor of Syria at the time of the birth of Christ, for by 
all accounts he held that position ata later date. The unbelievers 
were already shouting in glee and telling us: Don’t you see that 
you have a no-account Bible?” But new evidence came in on 
that point: “A few years ago it was discovered that Cyrenius was 
governor of Syria twice, and again the Bible won out.” Do we 
have to go into particulars? We shall take at random C. E. 
Lindberg’s summary: “By the investigations of Ramsay and others 
it has been proved that there was a periodical census system in 
the Roman Empire. ... If the first census began 8—7 B.C., it 
was slow in materializing on account of the situation in Syria 
and Palestine. ... A series of inscriptions bearing on the career 
of Quirinius proves that he was governor of Syria in the first 
census and governor and procurator in the second, Acts 5:37. The 
modern findings in stone and papyri vindicate the accurateness of 
the Gospel of Luke.” (Christian Dogmatics, p.392.) Chapter 
XXVI of G.A.Barton’s Archeology and the Bible gives some 
pertinent papyri and concludes: “So far as the new material goes, 
it confirms the narrative of Luke.” ®) 

Our Synodalbericht continues: “Eine andere Schwierigkeit, 





52) Why, the Sunday-school children know all about this. W. T. Ellis, 
in his lessons published in the daily press, told them in the lesson for 
Dec. 25, 1927, that Caesar Augustus himself is a witness for Luke. 
He quotes from an inscription in a temple in Ancyra (Angora), the 
Monumentum Ancyranum: “In my sixth consulship I carried out a census 
of the Roman people. ... A second time, in the consulship of C.Cen- 
sorius and C. Asinius, I completed a lustrum [or census] without the 
help of a colleague invested with the consular imperium. At this 
second lustrum 4,233,000 Roman citizens were entered on the rolls.” 
(This was the Christmas census, and the date was about B.C. 8, as we 
know by the names of the consuls.) “A third time (A.D. 14) I com- 
pleted a lustrum. ...” The case against Luke has been thrown out of 
court. The expert for the prosecution was compelled to make this 
declaration: “The outcome of the whole controversy is that no one is 
entitled to laugh at Luke’s statement (or perhaps we should say, the 
statement of the document he quotes), even if it be not perfectly 
accurately worded.” (Bishop Gore’s Commentary.) The laughter in the 
court-room of which the Synodalbericht spoke suddenly subsided. This 
attack on the veracity of the Bible historian, again, was due to lack 
of information. — Always bear in mind that even when this corroborative 
testimony was not available, the case of Luke was not in doubt. This 
additional material shuts the mouth of the prosecution, but it was never 
needed by the believer. If we should meet a case where the Biblical 
writer is not “confirmed” by the historian or scientist or is contra- 
dicted by him, we know that the Bible is right and the objector 
wrong — in every case. 
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die sich merkwuerdig fein geloest hat. Apostelgeschichte 13 wird 
naemlich erzaehlt, dass Paulus den Landvogt auf der Insel Cypern 
bekehrt habe. Nun fanden aber die Gelehrten heraus, dass sich 
der Kaiser Augustus diese Insel zur eigenen Verwaltung vorbe- 
halten hatte, dass also da kein Landvogt sein konnte. Lange schien 
die Sache zur Freude der Unglaeubigen unerklaerlich. Aber man 
fand auf einmal eine alte Silbermuenze, auf der stand in der Mitte 
‘Cyprische Landmuenze’ und am Rande herum ‘Geschlagen unter 
dem Landvogt Comenius Proclus’. Und noch ein wenig spaeter 
fand man auch bei einem alten griechischen Geschichtschreiber die 
Nachricht, dass schon Kaiser Augustus die Insel wieder an den 
Senat zur Besetzung durch einen Landvogt abgegeben habe. 
Darum lasse sich doch niemand verblueffen, wenn die Unglaeu- 
bigen mit solchen Ungenauigkeiten und Widerspruechen der Schrift 
prahlen; denn besieht man sie beim Licht, so beweisen sie sich als 
nicht vorhanden”.®?) Put Gore’s liberal Commentary on the stand. 
“Cyprus was a senatorial province. Therefore the title of pro- 
consul is correct. An inscription bearing the words ‘when Paulus 
was proconsul’ has been found in the island.” Verdict for Luke. 

The critics have not yet conceded that their black-list is mis- 
taken in every case. Some of them persist in charging the Biblical 
historians with mistakes on the unreasonable principle that in the 
case of a conflict between a sacred and a secular historian the latter 
is always right. They will even maintain their charge in the face 
of abundant historical evidence to the contrary. The critics used 
to poke fun at Daniel for making Belshazzar the last ruler of 
Babylon. The last king, they said, was Nabonidus, and no his- 
torian mentions Belshazzar. In answer to this the Lutheran School 
Journal, Nov., 1936, page 108, quotes from Urquhart’s Archeology’s 
Solution of Old Testament Puzzles this inscription made by 


53) Let us repeat this in English: “The sixth class of difficulties are 
those that arise from our defective knowledge of the history, geography, 
and usages of Bible times. We have an illustration of this in Acts 13:7. 
Here Luke speaks of ‘the deputy,’ or, more accurately, ‘the proconsul’ 
[see Revised Version]. The ruler of an imperial province was called 
a ‘propraetor,’ of a senatorial province a ‘proconsul.’ Up to a compara- 
tively recent date, according to the best information we had, Cyprus was 
an imperial province, and therefore its ruler would be a ‘propraetor,’ 
but Luke calls him a ‘proconsul.’ This certainly seems like a clear case 
of error on Luke’s part, and even conservative commentators in former 
days felt forced to admit that Luke was in slight error, and the destructive 
critics were delighted to find this ‘mistake. But further and more 
thorough investigation has brought to light the fact that just at the time 
of which Luke wrote the Senate had made an exchange with the 
emperor whereby Cyprus hac become a senatorial province and therefore 
its ruler a ‘proconsul,’ and Luke was exactly and minutely correct, after 
all, and the very ‘scholarly’ literary critics were themselves in error 
in their criticism. The mistake was theirs and not Luke’s.” (R.A. Torrey, 
Is the Bible the Inerrant Word of God? P. 81.) 
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Nabonidus: “As for me, Nabonidus, king of Babylon, from sin 
against thee, the great Divinity, save me; and a life of remote 
days give as a gift; and as for Belshazzar, the eldest son, the off- 
spring of my heart, the fear of thy great Divinity cause thou to 
exist in his heart and let not sin possess him that he be satisfied 
with fulness of life.’ It can no longer be asserted that Daniel 
invented Belshazzar. And why should Daniel have been pro- 
claimed “the third ruler in the kingdom” (Dan.5:29)? Because 
Nabonidus was the ruler, his son the coruler, and so Daniel was 
given the next highest position. It is very simple. But the critics 
will not have it so. They now assert that no tablets have been 
dated in Belshazzar’s reign. And the monuments do not say 
that Belshazzar was slain at the taking of Babylon. Prof. Joseph 
D. Wilson rightly says: “That is a quibble unworthy of the scholar 
who makes it.” (Fundamentals, 7, p.96.) And it is unworthy of 
Gore’s Commentary to say definitely and positively: “No Bel- 
shazzar was king of Babylon so far as is known... . The evidence 
at present available is against his ever having reigned.” Since 
when does the rule hold that unless a historical writer is cor- 
roborated by another historical writer, his account may be 
ignored? 54 

“Further,” says Gore’s Commentary, “Darius the Mede is an 
entirely unknown person, and history allows no place for him. 


Cyrus was the immediate successor of Nabonidus, and no other 
supreme ruler is known.” We shall say that Darius the Mede 
is a well-known figure. The historian Daniel has made him 
known to us. Let Baumgaertel, Best, De Witt, and Gore keep on 
saying: “Einen ‘Meder’ Darius hat es nicht gegeben,” we shall 
keep on telling them: Darius the Mede did rule over Babylon. 


99 66 


We shall not say that he was “the supreme ruler,” “an independent 
king.” Daniel does not say so. A mind scientifically trained would 
not have written into Gore’s Commentary: “Darius the Mede: an 
unknown figure, possibly by confusion with Gobryas or Ugbaru, 
the general of Cyrus, who occupied the city and slew the king’s 
son.... The writer evidently thought of Darius as an independent 
king, reigning before Cyrus and presumably for some length of 





54) Gore’s Commentary ignores not only the statements of the his- 
torian Daniel but also the evidence from secular sources. Barton’s 
Archeology and the Bible has devoted chapter XVIII to this matter. It 
gives us the inscription of Nabuna’id quoted above and extracts from 
two tablets from Erech recently published. “It was customary for 
Babylonians, in confirming a contract, to swear by the name of the reign- 
ing king, and one of these tablets contains a contract dated in the 
twelfth year of Nabuna’id, in which a man bound himself by the oath 
of Nabuna’id, king of Babylon, and of Belshazzar, the king’s son. 
Belshazzar is here associated with the king, he must have been slightly 
lower in rank and power than the king himself.” See also Journal of the 
A. L. Conference, Aug., 1940, p.531, and C.T.M., III, p. 215. 
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time,” “as supreme ruler.” Daniel does not call him an inde- 
pendent king. And why use the term “by confusion with Gobryas”? 
Why not say: Darius, known in secular history as Gobryas? There 
is a great lack of historical objectivity in these historical critics. 
One trained in the science of history will write in this strain: 
“He has not been identified with certainty but was probably 
sovereign of the Babylonian empire ad interim until Cyrus, who 
was pressing his conquests, was ready to assume the duties of king 
of Babylon.” (Davis’s Dictionary of the Bible.) —“The writer 
evidently thought of Darius as reigning for some length of time.” 
Anything wrong about that? Barton’s Archeology says: “The 
second tablet shows that in the fourth year of Cambyses [i.e., 
524 B.C.] Gobryas was still governor of Babylon. If he is the 
man who in Daniel is called Darius the Mede, he exercised the 
powers of governor in Babylon for a considerable number of 
years.” —It is puerile, not worthy of an adult historian, to operate 
with the rule that whenever a person mentioned in the Bible 
canot be absolutely identified with a preson mentioned by a 
secular historian, the Biblical statement is subject to doubt. 

Another item which some refuse to delete from the black-list 
is that concerning the first husband of Herodias. Gore’s Com- 
mentary persists in rating Josephus higher than the evangelists. 
“It is simplest to suppose that Mark or his informant confused 
Herodias’s husband and son-in-law.” (On Mark 6:17.) What we 
have said on this item in the preceding article is all that we are 
going to say. 

We are of course not going to take notice of all the historical 
“mistakes” on the black-list. We must not waste Concordia 
Publishing House paper. But just to show to what lengths the 
critics have gone in order to get a long list, we should like to cite 
one more example. Bruno Bauer, the skeptic and scoffer, denies 
“the reliability of Luke’s gospel on the ground that it makes 
a ruler a contemporary of Jesus who had died half a century 
before. Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene, has been murdered 34 
years before the birth of Christ. ‘Da der Evangelist fuer die 
vierte Tetrarchie keinen andern Namen ausfindig zu machen weiss, 
so nennt er frischweg Lysanias, ohne dass es ihm einfiele, danach 
zu fragen, ob dieser Lysanias noch lebte’ (Weisse.) ... ‘In 
spaeteren Zeiten noch,’ sagt Strauss (Leben Jesu, I, 375), ‘war 
Abilene von dem letzten Herrscher der frueheren Dynastie 
i) Lvoaviov zubenannt, aus welchem Umstande der Evangelist den 
Schluss zog, dass es auch damals noch einen Herrscher dieses 
Namens gegeben habe.’” (Kritik der Evangelischen Geschichte 
der Synoptiker, I, p. 130.) — Man is able to doubt and deny any- 
thing. Why, the late Nathanael Schmidt of Cornell University 
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made this statement: “It may be affirmed that we have no abso- 
lute contemporary evidence preserved in its original form that 
Jesus ever lived.” (See S.M.Zwemer, The Glory of the Manger, 
p. 42.) And if the canon of the historical critics is right (that the 
historical statements of the Bible need corroboration from secular 
sources), men like Professor Schmidt can no longer assume that 
Jesus was a historical personage. Characterizing these and similar 
objections, H. M’Intosh applies the terms “culpable ignorance or 
intellectual density,” “paltry puerilities and most jejune ideas,” 
“mental opacity,” ete. (Is Christ Infallible and the Bible True? 
Pp. 292, 312, 454, etc.) 

These same terms apply to the list dealing with the alleged 
blunders in natural science. The ants of Prov.6:8 may serve 
as a sample case. (See page 245 above.) The scientific skeptic 
said (1) that ants are carnivorous and so could not store up 
“meat”; it would spoil. And (2) they do not house grains for 
future use; Solomon mistook the white cocoon of the ant pupae for 
such grains. We hate to waste our paper, but in order to put these 
scientific blunderers in their place, we submit the following. Inter- 
national Critical Commentary: “As to the industrial habit spoken 
of in the verse, the latest authorities hold that some species of ants 
are granivorous and store up food.” Encyclopedia Britannica: 
“Ants exhibit a great variety of food preference: many are car- 
nivorous, others feed upon nectar and honey-dew; some gather 
in seeds, etc., and some live on fungi which they cultivate... . 
Certain ants resort to collecting, and feeding upon, plant seeds. 
These harvesting ants collect, husk, and store the seeds in special 
granaries.”®5) The Pulpit Commentary reaches the conclusion: 
“Hence writers who were ignorant of ants beyond those of their 
own country have been presumptuous enough to deny the accuracy 
of Solomon’s statement.” This is but a sample case. And it fits 





55) Additional authorities: Avebury, Ants, Bees, and Wasps, p. 61: 
“Forel asserts that Atta structor allows the seeds in its granaries to com- 
mence the process of germination for the sake of the sugar.” Wheeler, 
Ants, p.258f.: “The ancient peoples were undoubtedly familiar with the 
granivorous habits of these ants (Messor barbarus and Messor structor) 
and probably also with those of the third species, Messor arenarius. To 
them refer many allusions in the writings of Solomon and the Mischna, 
etc.... The entomologists of the early portion of the last century, how- 
ever, failing to find any harvesters among the ants of temperate Europe, 
began to doubt or even to deny their existence. ... All doubt was re- 
moved by Moggridge’s excellent work in 1871 and 1872.... He opened 
the nests of these ants and studied their granaries. .. .” The Pulpit 
Commentary offers a lot of additional material. For instance: “The late 
Professor Darwin states of the agricultural ant of Texas, which in many 
features resembles the ant of Palestine, that it not only stores its food 
but prepares the soil for the crops, keeps the ground free from weeds, 
igang 4 _ the harvest (Journal of the Linnaean Society, Vol.1, 

o. 21, p. 27.)” 
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most cases in the black-list—the objections are based on plain 
ignorance and clamant with the presumptuous cock-sureness of 
the smatterer.— Give science a chance! Let the scientist put 
himself in possession of all the facts in the case, and science will 
catch up with Scripture. 

Periodically the critics set up a great hullabaloo about the 
multitude of quails mentioned Num. 11:31,32. Back around 1886 
“an infidel paper in Boston devoted a column of ridicule to the 
‘quail story.” (A.T.Pierson, Many Infallible Proofs, p. 180.) 
Last year a suit was brought against Rev. Harry Rimmer who had 
offered $1,000 to any one proving a scientific error in the Bible. 
The plaintiffs — a group of freethinkers — attempted to prove that 
the story of the quails involved a scientific impossibility. We are 
wondering what law of nature was broken by that occurrence. 
The question is not whether the quails have the habit of appear- 
ing in such incredible numbers. No army on the march would 
expect that once a month some species of bird, obeying a law 
implanted in this species, would relieve the commissary department 
of its usual duties. Our infidels will have to take the story as 
Moses relates it, and Moses describes it as a miracle. So our 
objectors will have to prove that science has discovered a law 
which makes it impossible for God to have sent this great number 
of quails to Israel in its need. Of course, there is nothing in 
nature to tie the hands of the Lord.— The Boston paper, to give 
point to its ridicule, “estimated the bushels of quail piled up over 
the country, showing that each of the 6,000,000 Israelites would 
have 2,888,643 bushels of quail per month, or 69,629 bushels for 
a meal.” That is rather pointless since Moses does not state 
that the Israelites devoured all the quails. A great many indeed 
they did eat, so many that it came out at their nostrils and it was 
loathsome unto them, v.20. But Moses does not say that God 
forced them to eat all the birds He sent. Please read v.32! And 
the story of the miraculous fall of the manna will help you to 
understand how God managed this affair. Where is the scientific 
impossibility? The court that heard the evidence the freethinkers 
of our day had to offer—their experts were Dr. John Haynes 
Holmes and Dr. Charles Francis Potter — decided in favor of the 
defendant.5® 

We could wish that the Ingersolls might have their day in 


56) We do not know just what evidence the defendant offered. 
Perhaps he pointed out, with A.T.Pierson, that “the Bible does not 
say any such a thing as that they were piled two cubits high over 
a territory forty miles broad; it simply means that the wind which 
brought them from the sea swept them within reach of about three 
feet above the ground. If you should say you saw a flock of birds as 
high as a church spire, even an infidel would ridicule any one for 
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court who say, “The Bible is not inspired in natural history. For 
it says (Lev. 11:5) that the rabbit and the hare chew the cud. But 
they do not.” Are you sure? In the first place, the animals men- 
tioned are not yet absolutely identified. Davis’s Dictionary of the 
Bible will only go so far as to say that the “coney,” shaphan, is 
probably the rock-badger. As to the “hare,” arnebeth, the con- 
census of opinion is that it is an animal like our hare. But might 
not the arnebeth be an extinct species? However, let that go. 
Let the arnebeth be a common hare. And Ingersoll insists that 
according to the zoologists the hare does not chew the cud. So we 
ask, in the second place, what does “chewing the cud” mean? 
It does not mean that the animal performing that operation must 
have the complex stomach, which is four-chambered, of the true 
ruminants. Our zoologists use the term “true ruminants” to desig- 
nate the animals that have a four-chambered stomach, but they 
classify as ruminants also those whose stomach is imperfectly 
four-parted, and also those whose stomach is three-parted. And 
we claim the privilege, with Moses, of classifying as cud-chewers 
also those animals which, let their stomach be what it will, chew 
their food a second time. And the hare is such an animal. 

Ingersoll and those on his side assert that the zoologists deny 
that. And so we make our third point: It is not true that “the 
zoologists,” all zoologists, are on Ingersoll’s side. Reputable 
zoologists are on Moses’ side. “Selbst noch Linné hat den Hasen 
[hare, arnebeth] unter die Wiederkaeuer gerechnet.” (Daechsel’s 
Bibelwerk.) Professor Ruetimeyer of Basel, according to Bettex 
“einer der ersten Wiederkaeuerkenner Europas,” cited also by the 
Encyclopedia Britannica as an authority in mammalogy, stated: 
“Dass der Hase wiederkaeut, ist mir nicht neu. Nur mache ich 
darauf aufmerksam, dass in der heutigen anatomischen und 
embryologischen Klassifikation die Sitte des Wiederkaeuens nicht 
als Einteilungsgrund allein massgebend ist.” (Die Bibel Gottes 
Wort, p. 141.)5”— The judge trying Ingersoll’s case would have a 
hard time deciding in his favor. 





supposing they were packed so high.” Or he may have insisted that 
“the text does not say that the quails were heaped up exactly two days’ 
journey in every direction. It does not say that they were heaped up 
two cubits high on a level throughout that area. Every student of 
Hebrew will agree that the words simply denote a piling up of birds 
to two cubits high, and such piles were found within approximately 
that distance about the camp.” (See Conc. THEot. Montuty, XI, p. 210.) 
The thing is not so ridiculous as the freethinkers make themselves 
believe. But leave that aside; they must prove that God could not 
have performed this miracle. Their plea that science does not recognize 
miracles will be answered next month, when we take up the chapter 
of the fatuity of “higher science.” 

57) Another authority quoted by Pastor F.C. Pasche in this con- 
nection: “The Hebrew word does not imply having a ruminant stomach 
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And if the judge decided in his favor? He might do that; he 
might be swayed by the consideration that there is a preponderance 
of expert testimony on Ingersoll’s side. We readily admit that 
most zoologists deny that the hare chews the cud. But that would 
not affect us deeply. Why, even if all naturalists were in conflict 
with Moses, we would insist that the animal mentioned in Lev. 
11:6 does perform the operation there predicated of it. The fathers 
did not lose a moment’s sleep when the secular authorities did not 
seem to agree with Luke in the matter of the census. Neither 
would we, even if the judge ruled out the testimony of Ruetimeyer 
and of the professor at that State university. — Ingersoll and the 
other critics may have a lot of learning on their side; their 
fatuity consists in their harboring the idea that their learning 
could make the Christian doubt the truthfulness of any word 
of God. 

What is wrong with the astronomical phenomena recorded 
Josh. 10:12 ff. and 2 Kings 20:9 ff.? Paine and Ingersoll, Harnack, 
Fosdick, and the archbishop of York tell us these things could 
not have happened, and the Bible, which records them, cannot 
claim plenary inspiration. What is the scientific error involved? 
The thing is most amusing. Ingersoll, for instance: “I don’t believe 
that the man who wrote that knew that the earth was turning on 
its axis at the rate of a thousand miles an hour, because if he did, 
he would have understood the immensity of heat that would have 
been generated by stopping the world. It has been calculated by 
one of the best mathematicians and astronomers that to stop the 
world would cause as much heat as it would take to burn a lump 
of solid coal three times as big as the globe.” (Lectures, p. 283.) 
And another catastrophe would have resulted: “It has been said 
in Germany: ‘The most fearless methodist will feel constrained 
to own that in the system of our globe, were the sun to stop for 
an instant, or were the earth’s motion to be slackened, bel- 


but simply rechew, or masticate.” (See Lehre u. Wehre, 69, p. 188.) 
Jenks and Warne, Comprehensive Commentary: “Arnebeth. That this 
is the hare is confirmed by the cognate languages. That it chews the 
cud is proved beyond all doubt. See Michaelis and Linnaeus. Although 
it wants the four stomachs peculiar to cleft-hoof cattle, yet it returns 
the food, once chewed, into its mouth by the esophagus, since its stomach 
has several little cells, divided by partitions, from which the food, 
while it is too hard, is repelled.” Dr.P.E.Kretzmann states: “Careful 
scientists, even distinguished biologists, such as one at a leading State 
university whose lectures I attended, have admitted that our knowledge 
of certain mammals in this class would not warrant our declaring the 
statement of Lev.11:6 untrue. While mammals of this class do not 
have the digestive apparatus of those that chew the cud, there is 
evidently a process of total or partial regurgitation, together with a second 
chewing of the food, which fully substantiates the statement found in 
Scripture. It is not a mere semblance of chewing the cud with which 
we are dealing but an actual chewing of food previously swallowed.” 
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ligerent armies, and all that is on the earth’s surface, would be 
swept away like chaff before the wind.” (See Gaussen, op. cit., 
p. 246.) Gaussen answers: “The fact is far from being absurd; 
it is only miraculous.”**) If these things happened at all, they 
happened as Joshua tells you, because God directly intervened. 
And if God had a hand in it, He certainly knew how to provide 
against the dire consequences Ingersoll and the others fear. 
Gaussen is not wrong in calling the objection absurd. 

If Ingersoll and Harnack should reply that we are wrong 
there, that miracles do not occur, we shall have to tell them that 
we agreed to discuss here only the “scientific impossibilities” in- 
volved. We are here dealing with common, every-day, honest 
science. If they want to switch the discussion over to higher 
science, we shall be at their service next month. 

All right, they say, let us remain in the domain of common 
science, physical science, and the Bible is wrong because science 
teaches that the earth rotates on its axis, etc., and Josh. 10:13 
should have stated: “And the earth stood still.” — Wrong again! 
Copernicanism indeed teaches that; but everybody except the 
sciolists knows that the system of Copernicus is based on a— 
hypothesis. The argument that Scripture is not inspired because 
of its alleged conflict with some hypothetical assumption has a 
most flimsy basis. And there is no reason in the world why we 
should decree that Joshua employed phenomenal and not scientific 
language. His statement “And the sun stood still” is not in 
conflict with any established fact of science.®” 





58) He adds a section to show that the objection is in error. Even 
by the laws of physics the belligerent armies would not have been “swept 
away as if by a tempest.” Look it up if you care to. 


59) Some of us think that if we don’t hem and haw about Joshua’s 
language, we’ll lose our scientific standing. Dr.A.L.Graebner did not 
think so. “The present writer happens to have devoted three of the 
best years of his life chiefly and assiduously to the study of physical 
sciences and has been in touch with these sciences for many more years. 
But if he has profited anything by these sciences, it is, besides a few 
other things, a habit of speaking with more modesty on certain scientific 
topics than the college sophomore who knows all about them.... And 
he has learned to rate, not only from a theological but also from a scien- 
tific point of view, such assertions as this, that ‘the Missouri Church holds 
that the Bible teaches the Ptolemaic astronomy.’ We do not know 
whether the writers of the Lutheran would be bold enough to assert that 
the General Council held the Copernican theory. But we do know that, 
considering the elements which constitute a synod, there is no synod on 
the face of the earth which would not stultify itself if it voted an en- 
dorsement of the Copernican or any other system of astronomy.” (Theo- 
logical Quarterly, VI, p. 40.) Dr. G. Stoeckhardt is not afraid to “ask: 
Is the Copernican system, under which the earth revolves around the sun, 
really an established fact, which no man in his senses, at least no astrono- 
mer and mathematician, may challenge?” (Lehre u.Wehre, 32, p.314.) 
We are not going to rate Dr. Pieper as a back number because he writes: 
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Then there is the story of Jonah and the whale. Paine made 
sport of it. Pastor Fosdick, like Paine, ridicules it. Pastor Cadman 
calls it a “fish story.” And Prof. W.H. Dunphy runs a close second 
to Paine when he protests against “the notion that we must accept 
‘he credibility of the whole of Judges and the edibility of the 
whole of Jonah’ as revealed truths. Fortunately the Holy Cath- 
olic Church of Christ has never committed herself to any such 
absurdity.” (The Living Church, Feb. 18, 1933.) However, men 
who object to this Biblical story in the name of science do not 
know much about natural science. “There are many skeptics 
today who are so densely ignorant of matters clearly understood 
by many Sunday-school children that they are still harping, in the 
name of ‘scholarship,’ on this supposed error in the Bible. One of 
the most popular of ‘modernist’ preachers trotted this out in an 
address last October 23, 1921.” (R.A. Torrey, op. cit., p.78.) In 
the first place, the Bible does not say that a “whale” swallowed 
Jonah. It was a “great fish,” “a sea-monster.” And Sunday- 
school children know that the tarpon, for instance, can swallow 
aman. There was a tarpon caught weighing 30,000 pounds, and 
it had in its stomach, whole, one fish weighing 1,500 pounds, 
besides a large octopus. (See Lutheran Church Herald, Sept. 16, 
1930.) In the second place, the whale, too, can swallow a man, 
if it is the right kind of whale, the sperm-whale, “which can 
swallow two men at one gulp without a struggle” (The Living 
Church, Apr. 5, 1930), and, in the third place, a man swallowed 
by a whale was found in its stomach unconscious but alive after 
two days (Princeton Review, October, 1927); and, in the fourth 
place, a certain whaler “learned from observation that the great 
sperm-whale has power to empty his stomach voluntarily” (The 
Living Church, March 22, 1930). 

We know, of course, that the whale or any other sea-monster 
is not in the habit of putting in its appearance at the time and at 


“We should always bear in mind and let others remind us of it that our 
human knowledge concerning astronomical matters is, from the nature 
of the case, very limited since we are unable to take a position outside 
of the globe, needed for a full survey. The geographer Daniel, himself 
a Copernican, declared: ‘All cosmic systems ever proposed are not based 
on experience, for this would require a position beyond the earth, but 
on deductions and combinations. All of them therefore are and remain 
hypotheses.’” (Chr. Dogmatik, I, p. 577.) When Oberkonsistorialrat 
Twesten characterized this position as due to “stubborn stupidity,” 
“Borniertheit” (l.c.), he lost the calm balance of the mature scientist. — 
Let us bear in mind, too, that Joshua is charged with a scientific 
error not so much on the basis of the teaching of Copernicanism but 
because of the basic statement that daylight lasted twenty-four hours? 
Even if Joshua had been a Copernican and had written: “And the earth 
stood still” (the pedantic Copernican would have employed that phra- 
seology), Ingersoll and Fosdick would object with the same vehemence. 
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the place called for by some exigency, of swallowing the man, and 
vomiting him out, at the right time and place —and keeping him 
alive for three days. “Diese Historie des Jonas ist so gross, dass 
sie fast unglaublich ist und ungereimter [scheint] als irgendeine 
Fabel der Dichter. Wenn es nicht in der Bibel waere, wuerde ich 
es durchaus als eine Luege verlachen. Denn wenn man ihm will 
nachdenken, wie er drei Tage in dem grossen Bauch des Wal- 
fisches gewesen sei, da er doch in drei Stunden verdaut, Fleisch 
und Blut des Walfisches haette werden sollen.” (Luther, XXII, 
p. 1424.) “Wenn es nicht in der Bibel waere!” Professor 
Dunphy and Thomas Paine and Professor Horine, all of whom 
believe that there is an almighty God, have reached the summit 
of absurdity when they ridicule the story of Jonah as an ab- 
surdity. — This objection, in all its phases, reminds one of the man 
who tried to do business the other day with counterfeit Con- 
federate money. 


Prof. R. T. Stamm charges St. Paul with an arboricultural error. 
Do we have to go into that? Another professor, who was a con- 
firmed infidel, triumphantly asked: “How about that cytological 
error that Paul the Apostle made in the fifteenth chapter of First 
Corinthians?” Read the fine answer given him by one of the 
students, Harry Rimmer. (The Harmony of Science and Scripture, 
p. 109 ff.) Ingersoll gloats over the biometrical blunder committed 
by Moses. “The Jewish people stayed in Egypt 215 years. How 
many did they have when they went to Egypt? Seventy. How 
many were they at the end of 215 years? Three millions, for there 
were 600,000 men of war. Is there a minister in the city of 
Chicago that will testify to his own idiocy by claiming that they 
could have increased to three millions by that time?” (Lectures: 
“Mistakes of Moses,” p.291f.) The ministers of Chicago are not 
so idiotic as to accept Ingersoll’s false premise. They accept the 
figures which Moses gives. Israel sojourned in Egypt 430 years. 
See Ex. 12:40. That gives us eight generations, allowing a little 





60) One can hardly trust one’s eyes when one reads in an article 
written by Prof. John W.Horine in the Lutheran, March 18, 1937, these 
words: “Jonah 2:1-9. The writer of this remark is frank to say that he 
cannot accept as matter of fact the literal statement that Jonah in the 
fish’s belly —in that smelly, suffocating place—had the clearness of 
mind to order his thoughts and compose the metrical lines of this 
Hebrew psalm. And there is another difficulty, thus stated by the out- 
spoken Luther: ‘It [the story of Jonah] is exaggerated beyond the 
possibility of belief. If it were not in the Bible, I would laugh at it. 
For how could Jonah remain in the belly of the whale three days when 
he would have been digested in three hours.’... The book is considered 
to be not literal history but parable or allegory.” In all fairness Professor 
Horine should have added: While I cannot believe this story because 
of its absurdity, Luther believed it in spite of its absurdity. 
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more than 50 years for a generation. “Even if we allow, to be 
conservative, but four sons for each family, the seventh generation 
would have numbered 835,584 males.” (W. Arndt, Bible Difficulties, 
p.53.) Nothing idiotic about that computation. And we are 
going to allow more than four sons for each family. “The children 
of Israel were fruitful and increased abundantly and multiplied 
and waxed exceeding mighty, and the land was filled with them,” 
Ex. 1:7. 

We conclude this section with L. Boettner’s statement: “Today 
scarcely a shred of the old list remains. ... Not so much as one 
single error has been definitely proved to exist anywhere in the 
Bible. ... There is every reason for believing that with addi- 
tional knowledge they, too, will be cleared up.” (The Inspiration of 
the Scriptures, p.50.) And if some are never in this life cleared 
up, that will not keep the Christian from dying in good spirits. 

The men who prepared the list of “unfulfilled prophecies” 
did not know their Bible well. Let us examine two samples. 
Fr. Baumgaertel and C. H. Dodd declare that Ezekiel withdrew his 
forecast of the fall of Tyre. Ezek. 26 and 29. (See page 253 above.) 
Hear Dr. Th. Laetsch’s statement: “In Ezek. 26 the fate of Tyre is 
foretold in three sections. a) Vv.3-6 in general, ‘many nations’: 
complete destruction without indicating time or person. b) Vv. 7-14, 
a destruction by Nebuchadnezzar is prophesied. Note, however, 
the change from ‘he,’ v.8, to ‘they,’ v.12, and ‘I,’ vv. 13, 14, 
which indicates that others will finish what Nebuchadnezzar began. 
c) Vv.15-21. The final complete destruction at which ‘the isles 
shake,’ v.15; again no time or person is named. Where is the 
proof that Nebuchadnezzar did not take Tyre after the thirteen 
years’ siege? In Ezek. 29:17-20 the Lord does not promise ‘Ersatz’ 
for an enforced withdrawal but wages for services rendered by 
Nebuchadnezzar in the destruction of Tyre. Either the riches of 
Tyre had been destroyed, or else they were insufficient reward 
for Nebuchadnezzar’s service. Besides, how could Ezekiel with- 
draw in the tenth year (29:1) a prophecy spoken in the eleventh 
year (26:1)? Finally, Tyre’s later restoration had been prophesied 
already by Isaiah, chap. 23:15-28, one hundred and fifty years 
before Ezekiel’s prophecy.” For one thing, these men have no 
conception of the prophetic perspective. (See further Conc. 
THEOL. Montuty, I, p. 115.) 

Second sample. Thomas Paine: “God is a deceiver, Jer. 20:5, 7.” 
Paine was only a layman, and an unbeliever at that. But C.H. 
Dodd repeats it. “Jeremiah at one time wondered if he had really 
been deceived, Jer. 20:7.” (The Authority of the Bible, p.15.) 
Dodd is professor of exegesis at Oxford. Have they not studied 
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their Moffatt? “Eternal One, Thou didst persuade me, and I let 
myself be persuaded,” Jer. 20:7. We once heard a man on the 
street-corner scoff at Matt.9:17. Does age, he said, contribute to 
the fragility of glass bottles? He and Paine and Dodd did not 
study the original. 


The charge of “misquotations” is based (a) on the assumption 
that quotations must give the ipsissima verba of the author quoted. 
No such rule obtains in the realm of literature. Unless the writer 
declares that he is quoting verbatim, he is quoting correctly if he 
gives the true sense of the text. The discrepancy-hunters are 
quick to charge the apostles for their manner of applying state- 
ments from the Old Testament®!) with a lapse of memory or with 
plain ignorance. But all fair-minded men will agree with Luther 
in saying that as long as the meaning of the text is faithfully 
reproduced, the charge of misquoting must not be raised.®? 


The substitution of “A body hast Thou prepared for me” in 
Heb. 10:5 for “Mine ears hast Thou opened” in Ps. 40:6 does not 
alter the sense. “Bei beiden Fassungen ist der Gehorsam das von 
Gott geforderte Opfer; nur tritt an die Stelle des Ohres als des 
Organs zur Aufnahme des goettlichen Willens der Leib als das 
Organ zur Erfuellung desselben.” (Riggenbach, in Zahn’s Com- 
mentary.) “The Hebrew means literally: ‘Mine ears hast Thou 
bored,’ an allusion to the custom of pinning a slave to the door- 
post of his master by an awl driven through his ear, in token of his 
complete subjection. The sense of the verse is therefore given in 
the epistle: ‘Thou hast made me Thine in body and soul—lo, 
I come to do Thy will.’”’” (A.Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 110.) 
Would you charge the scribes with misquoting Micah 5:2: “Though 
thou be little among the thousands of Judah” by letting the prophet 
say: “Thou Bethlehem art not the least among the princes of 
Juda” (Matt.2:6)? The evangelist does not raise that charge 
against them. They reproduced very exactly the sense of Micah’s 
statement: Bethlehem apparently the least, but because of the 





61) “The deviations in form from the wording of the Old Testament 
text are of various kinds. In some cases the New Testament writers have 
expanded the Old Testament text (e.g., Is.61:1; Luke 4:18), in many 
cases contracted it (Is. 8:22; 9:1; Matt. 4:15), in some instances the 
order of sentences has been inverted (Hos. 2:23; Rom.9:25), frequently 
several passages are blended into one (Jer.32:6ff.; Zech.11:12,13; Matt. 
27:9).” (Pieper, Chr. Dogm., I, p. 298.) 

62)Luther: “You must know, first, that the evangelists are not 
concerned about citing every last word of the prophets; they are content 
with retaining the sense and showing the fulfilment.... We shall later 
on see again and again that the evangelist adduces the prophet in a 
somewhat altered form, but always without prejudice to the sense and 
meaning.” (XI, p. 12.) 
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great Ruler arising out of it the greatest. (See Stoeckhardt, Lehre u. 
Wehre, 30, p. 164.) ® 

The charge of “misquotations” is due (b) to the critics’ ignor- 
ance of the true situation. The outstanding fact in the case is 
that the Holy Ghost is the Author of Scripture, of the New 
Testament as well as of the Old Testament; and when He through 
the apostles quotes the prophets, He is quoting Himself. The 
Liberals of course do not admit this. But that does not change 
the fact. And we cannot help it that on account of their ignorance 
the form of the Old Testament quotations constitutes a stumbling- 
block to them. But they should, in common fairness, not expect 
us, who know better, to rail with them against the alleged inep- 
titude and ignorance of the apostles. “They forget,” says James 
M. Gray, “that in the Scriptures we are dealing not so much with 
different authors as with one Divine Author. It is a principle 
in ordinary literature that an author may quote himself as he 
pleases and give a different turn to an expression here and there 
as a changed condition of affairs renders it necessary or desirable. 
Shall we deny this privilege to the Holy Spirit?” (The Funda- 
mentals, III, p.33.)®* “Strange hallucination this! As if the 
same truth could not be expressed in somewhat different words; 
as if God could not alter or add to, modify or use a part of, give 
fresh application to, or light on, His own earlier Word! ... The 
flimsiness and untenableness of the other reasons given for such 
criticism (the alleged inexact quotations) only show how un- 
scientific and unreasonable their methods are and how easily, when 
it suits their theories, they accept and use as proof what no sensible 
man would accept or act on in common life.” (M’Intosh, op. cit., 
pp. 314, 635, 689.) The ultraliberals, of course, will not admit the 
force of this argument. We are not responsible for their ignorance 
as to the authorship of Scripture. And the conservative Liberals, 


63) Would you charge us with misquoting Moeller: “‘Verbalinspi- 
ration!’ Jeder Theologe schaudert bei dem Wort ordentlich zusammen,” 
by translating: ‘“ ‘Verbal Inspiration!’ The bare word sets our theo- 
logians a-trembling”? 

64) Dr. Pieper expresses and unfolds these same thoughts, pp. 297 
to 303. They are Scriptural thoughts. 1 Pet. 1:10-12! The same Holy 
Spirit who spoke through the prophets spoke through the apostles, 
and He may quote Himself as He pleases, express the same truth in 
different phraseology, omit or add words, etc. He may even take over 
translations from the Septuagint which might have seemed faulty to us 
and thus make them an authorized translation, expressing the true 
sense. At first glance—and the critics seldom get beyond the first 
glance — undue liberties were taken when Is.61:1 was expanded in 
Luke 4:18 and “body” (Septuagint translation) substituted for “eyes” in 
Heb. 10:5. The simple “explanation for this treatment, often so bold, of 
the wording of the Old Testament passages in the New Testament” 
(Pieper), is this: the Holy Ghost is, as Luther expresses it, making 
“a new text,” explaining the meaning of the old text. 

32 
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who profess that Scripture is inspired of God, are enmeshed in a 
hopeless self-contradiction. 

The charge of “misquotations” is based (c) on the assumption 
that the apostles were rather ignorant theologians. Bishop Gore 
assumes that. “The writers of the New Testament often positively 
give the texts meanings which they cannot bear. I would ask 
any one to consider St. Paul’s arguments in Gal. 3:16 and in Rom. 
3:11-18 and in Rom. 9:25. Is it possible to maintain that the par- 
ticular texts which St. Paul cites really, when legitimately inter- 
preted, support his argument? .. . Can we say that the texts 
cited in Matt. 2:15-18 are legitimate proofs?” (The Doctrine of 
the Infallible Book, p. 29.)® Let the reader look up, for instance, 
Rom. 3:11-18 and wonder at the acumen of the critic.— We are 
glad to see that Gore does not include H.L. Willett’s charge of 
wilful misquotation (see page 254 above) in his list. 

Will the critics (d) deny to the Holy Spirit the right to eluci- 
date in the New Testament what He said in the Old Testament? 
to reveal to the apostles and through the apostles that certain 
texts of the Old Testament carried a meaning which we should 
not have discovered without His interpretation? He does not give 
these texts a new meaning. The Holy Ghost, in quoting Himself, 
never corrects Himself. Human authors sometimes refer to earlier 
statements of theirs in order to modify or retract them. The Holy 
Ghost never.®*®) But He certainly may unfold to us the meaning 
of a certain text. Critics like Gore would do well to realize that 
the Holy Ghost has a better understanding of the texts quoted 
Rom. 9:25 and Matt. 2:15-18 than they. Yes, He knows better than 
Hosea himself what Hos.11:1 meant. And no doubt Matthew 
would not have interpreted it as he did of his own knowledge. 
Dr. Gore is virtually —though he does not realize it — accusing 
the Holy Spirit of perverting His own words.§” 

In some instances (e) the alleged misquotation is no quotation 
at all. The words “And gave gifts unto men” in Eph. 4:8 may well 
be the apostle’s own words. See Stoeckhardt, Epheser-Kom- 
mentar, p. 191. 

Our list operates (f) on the principle that, when we cannot 





65) Gore even believes that “inspiration” did not safeguard the 
apostles against a stupid misinterpretation of Scripture. “Their inspira- 
tion did not make them unerring in their interpretation of particular 
texts. They used them in a way which we should call quite uncritical; 
and we do not want to feel ourselves bound by their methods.” 

66) The language of M’Intosh, Grey, and others is not always correct. 
They speak of the “progress of truth” in a way as though certain truths 
have been superseded. 

67) We ask our readers to reread, in this connection, Dr. G. Stoeck- 
hardt’s series on “Weissagung und Erfuellung,” Lehre u. Wehre, 30, 
p. 42 ff.; 31, p. 220 ff. 





Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 499 


account for a certain statement of the writer, the writer must have 
made a mistake. The critics would not want to father this prin- 
ciple in this bald form, but they are applying it when they give 
Matt. 27:9 a prominent place on the black-list. “Spoken by 
Jeremy.” Why, it was spoken by Zechariah (11:13)!— Go easy! 
In the first place, Matthew is quoting Zechariah. But he is also 
quoting Jeremiah! See Jer. 32:6-15. Then, why does he not name 
both? We shall say, in the second place, that we do not know 
the answer. “Some have thought that the words quoted were 
originally spoken by Jeremiah, or that they were taken from a 
lost writing of Jeremiah (Origen), or that an oral statement of 
Jeremiah had been handed down and accepted by Matthew 
(Calov), or the abbreviation of the name of Zechariah had been 
mistaken for the abbreviated name of Jeremiah (Flacius) ,®® or the 
evangelist suffered a lapse of memory (Augustine, Meyer, Keil, 
and most Moderns).” (Stoeckhardt, Lehre u. Wehre, 31, p. 272.) 
Stoeckhardt proceeds: “These explanations are pure conjectures, 
and are, in part, in conflict with the Scriptural concept of Inspira- 
tion. Instead of exhausting ourselves with vague guesses, it would 
have been better to confess a non liquet and let it go at that.” 
We are willing to confess that we cannot explain why Matthew 
did not name both prophets. But go easy! Do not be guilty 
of unscientific haste. Your lack of information does not prove 
Matthew wrong. 


Finally the critics do not see that this free manner of quoting 
from the Old Testament is (g) a strong proof for Inspiration; 
merely a rational argument indeed, but we are here arguing on 
the basis of reason. If the apostles had been writing purely as 
human writers, they would not have dared to take such liberties 
with the quoted texts, to make additions of their own, for in-. 
stance, and to offer the result as a statement of the prophet. 
It is impossible for us to conceive of the apostles, acting as human 
writers only, as too indolent to look up the text and get the exact 
wording. “We are of the opinion that even human reason, if it be 
reasonable, must refrain from explaining the deviations of New 
Testament quotations from the Old Testament text by assuming 
‘mistakes’ or ‘slips of memory’ in the holy writers. There is but 
one explanation: the Holy Ghost is speaking through the apostles 
and ‘taking liberties’ with His own word.” (Pieper, op. cit., p. 302.) 


The list of “contradictions” is a sorry affair. Its compilers 
operate with a number of hermeneutical laws which are outlawed 
by reason and common sense. And they disregard the principles 





68) See Gaussen, op. cit., 217: “The copyist, having noticed on the 
margin the letters Zov, mistook them for Iov.” 
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of interpretation established by reason and observed by sane 
interpreters. 

They have (a) set up the queer rule that diversities in the 
accounts of the same event or fact constitute a contradiction. 
Paine finds that “not any two of these writers agree in reciting, 
exactly in the same words, the inscription on the cross,” and the 
Episcopalian rector repeats it and cries out: “What, then, of verbal 
inspiration?” (See page 257 above.) The Lutheran Witness, 43, 
p. 185, comments: “Is this not evincing a superficiality which almost 
beggars description? ... The shallowness of the modern critic!” 
If one evangelist gives a fuller account of the inscription than the 
others, are the others wrong? Gore’s New Commentary does not 
find any contradiction here but has no right to say that the fuller 
form in John 19:19 “is probably the most correct.” No, all four 
are absolutely correct. Accounts of the same event must not differ 
in the details? If the managing editor should establish such a 
rule, all of his reporters would go on a strike. A. Strong, quoting 
from the Princeton Review: “One newspaper says: President 
Hayes attended the Bennington centennial; another newspaper 
says: the President and Mrs. Hayes; a third: the President and his 
cabinet; a fourth: the President, Mrs. Hayes, and the majority 
of his cabinet.” (Systematic Theology, p. 108.) 


N. E. Best asks us “to note the differences between the recital 
of the Ten Commandments in Ex. 20 and Deut. 5.” We have read 
the two recitals, noted the differences, but were unable to find 
contradictions. We have also read the article “What was Written 
on the Two Tables of the Covenant —a Study of the Methods of 
Modern Critics” in Conc. THEot. MontuHiy, 9, p. 746 ff., and noted 
other follies committed by Goethe and the other critics in this 
matter.—Kahnis applies rule a to the fourfold account of the 
words of institution of the Lord’s Supper. We object. We insist 
that the Lord did say: “This is My blood of the new testament,” 
Matt. 26:28, and that He did say: “This cup is the new testament 
in My blood,” Luke 22:20. And He could say both without con- 
tradicting Himself. Read Pieper, Chr. Dog., III, p. 408 ff. — Rule 
a is responsible for many of the alleged contradictions found by 
Celsus, Paine, Lessing, and modern theologians in the accounts 
of Christ’s resurrection and of His appearances to His disciples. 
Read Lehre u. Wehre, 39, p.198ff., and 32, p.321: “Es gehoert 
wahrlich nicht viel Verstand dazu, um sofort bei Lektion und 
Betrachtung der vier evangelischen Auferstehungsberichte zu be- 
greifen, dass gar leicht das eine, was der eine Evangelist mitteilt, 
unbeschadet des andern, was der andere berichtet, sich habe 
zutragen koennen.” See also Conc. Tueot. Montutiy, XI, 661 f.— 
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Better operate with Augustine’s rule: “Locutiones variae, sed non 
contrariae; diversae, sed non adversae.” 

Can you believe that men would operate with the absurd 
rule (b) that, when one evangelist fails to mention a fact 
mentioned by another evangelist, he is correcting this second 
evangelist? Mark 2:26 mentions Abiathar. “Matthew and Luke 
both correct Mark at this point by omitting the name. Neither of 
them thought that Mark was ‘errorless.’” (Dr. H.C. Alleman’s) 
Manifesto. See p.257 above.) That has no basis whatever in 
reason.*®) Gore’s Commentary takes the reasonable view. “That 
Matthew and Luke agree in omitting the note of time is not in the 
least likely to be due to their detection of the supposed error.” 
In his Doctrine of the Infallible Book, however, Bishop Gore for- 
sakes the reasonable view. Why does the fourth gospel record 
things not treated by the synoptic gospels? “The evangelists 
plainly differ in details quite freely; and one purpose of the fourth 
gospel appears to be tacitly to correct the earlier tradition in 
important respects. ... Criticism seems to be tending steadily 
to reaffirm that where the writer of the fourth gospel seems 
deliberately to correct the tradition of the earlier evangelists, his 
correction should be treated with the highest respect.” (Pp. 40, 45.) 
Name some of these corrections? Fr. Buechsel speaks of “diver- 
gencies, unreliable records,” in the gospels, but he names only 
this one “contradiction”: “The preexistence of Jesus is clearly 
taught in John’s gospel. ... However, the synoptic gospels say 
nothing about it. This disagreement of the record therefore per- 
mits us,” ete. (Die Offenbarung Gottes, p.10.) Now, the earlier 
gospels do teach the preexistence of Jesus. See Matt. 1: 20-23; 
16:13-17; 22:42-45. But even if they did not, do they deny it? 

The “conflicting creation accounts” of Paine and Ingersoll 
belong in this category. Here is the latest variety of this item. 
“We recently had a contender who objected to the doctrine of 
inspiration . . . because there were two accounts of creation and 
that they were in vital conflict with each oher. In the second 
chapter the woman is mentioned, in a separate and conflicting 
story of creation, differing altogether from the account in chapter 
one. We pointed out to him that his error was a lack of intel- 
ligent reading of the text... . The second chapter of Genesis is 
but an addition to the details of the first chapter. ... How mar- 
velously this illustrates the ability of the keen mentality that would 
contradict the Book that God has written!” (Harry Rimmer, 
Modern Science and the Genesis Record, p. 350.) 


69) Dr.Graebner: “Dr. Alleman is arguing from a premise quite 
generally condemned by the text-books of logic — an argument e silentio.” 
(Conc. THEoL. Mruty., XI, p. 886.) 
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Applying rule b, Bruno Bauer points out that according to 
Luke 2 Joseph and Mary returned to Nazareth because that was 
their home town; but from Matt.2 it appears “dass Joseph erst 
durch eine Engelsbotschaft nach Galilaea und Nazareth gewiesen 
wird. Der Widerspruch ist so hart, wie er nur sein kann.” (Op. cit., 
I, p.120.) We do not like this rule. We would not want to be 
forced to charge Bauer and the others with not knowing or 
denying all those things which their books do not relate. Better 
stick to Augustine’s rule: “You must most carefully guard against 
finding contradictions between the holy evangelists in the fact that 
one often relates what the others do not relate or that one is silent 
on matters which the others tell.” Supplementing an account is 
not correcting or contradicting it. 

Rule c: When similar events are recorded in the gospels, you 
are usually safe in assuming that such an event occurred only once; 
but somehow or other the writer or writers made two events out 
of it. We read, for instance, that Christ cleansed the Temple twice. 
But the critical schools say it occurred only once, and so there is 
a contradiction between the synoptists, who place the event at the 
end of Christ’s public ministry, and the fourth gospel, which 
places it at the beginning. Gore’s Commentary is rather cautious: 
“Conceivably the incident happened twice.” But it blandly adds: 
“More probably they are two records of one event.” (On John 
2:13-22.) Our commentary is not bothered by the consideration 
that this would involve a contradiction. We do not know why 
The Expositor’s Greek Testament should add to the statement 
“The synoptic gospels insert a similar incident at the close of 
Christ’s ministry” the words: “And there alone,” nor why the 
statement “It is easy to find reasons for such action either at the 
beginning or at the close of the ministry” should be accompanied 
by the insinuation: “On the whole it seems more appropriate at 
the beginning.” B. Weiss is outspoken: “Die abstrakte Moeglich- 
keit, dass derselbe Vorfall sich am Ende der Laufbahn Jesu wieder- 
holt, . . . kann in der Tat wissenschaftlich nicht in Betracht 
kommen. Die Annahme, dass die synoptische Ueberlieferung, die 
ueberhaupt nur eine Festreise Jesu erzaehlt, den unvergesslichen 
Vorfall irrtuemlich in diese versetzt habe, ist so einleuchtend.” 
(On John 2:17.) The Daily News which reported a police raid 
on the gambling joints in 1940 and a similar one, by the same 
captain, against the same joints, in 1941, would not like to be told 
that it is ignorant of rule c.— Luther: “Es kann auch wohl sein, 
dass der Herr solches mehr denn einmal getan hat.” (VII:1781.) 

Did Jesus feed a multitude miraculously on two occasions? 
See rule c. Gaussen lists this case under the heading “Another 
Source of Precipitate Judgment” and speaks of the “utmost rash- 
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ness . . . whereby people have imagined that the facts they read 
of were identically the same.” And then he hears them railing 
at Scripture for the resulting contradiction: “What! In the one, 
five thousand men fed with five loaves; in the other, four thousand 
men fed with seven loaves! What disagreement!” (Op. cit., p. 234.) 
Hear D.F. Strauss: Die Sache ist so “zu erklaeren, dass der Ver- 
fasser unsers ersten Evangeliums dieselbe Geschichte in ver- 
schiedenem Zusammenhang vorfand, um dieser Abweichungen 
willen die doppelte Erzaehlung derselben Geschichte fuer zwei 
Geschichten nahm und arglos nebeneinander stellte.” (Das Leben 
Jesu, II, p. 227.) 

Bruno Bauer charges St. Matthew with breaking rule c in 
making the Pharisees demand a sign from Jesus twice, Matt. 12:39 
and 16:1. The thing could have occurred only once! He con- 
cludes his investigation thus: “Lassen wir aber das abstrakte 
Raesonnement, es habe dasselbe mehrere Male ‘geschehen koen- 
nen. ... Es ist ueber allem Zweifel erhaben, dass der Schrift- 
steller, der frei aus der idealen Anschauung ein geschichtliches 
Ganzes schafft, sich nicht wiederholt.” (Op. cit., II, p. 391.) —We 
stick to the old axiom: Distingue tempora et concordabit Scriptura. 

A lot of contradictions are fabricated by insisting (d) that in 
a given case the two writers recording the same event are both 
observing a chronological order, leaving out of consideration that 
one of them may have, and has, chosen the topical arrangement 
or some other logical sequence. In this easy way A. W. Dieckhoff 
(Rostock), a noted discrepancy-hunter, has bagged quite a number 
of contradictions in the field of the synoptic gospels, seven of 
which are examined in Lehre u. Wehre, 39, p.32ff. For example, 
since in the story of the temptation of Christ, as told by Matthew 
and by Luke, the last two temptations are not listed in the same 
sequence, there is a glaring contradiction —if both writers wrote 
chronologically. As it happens, “Luke is not reporting the temp- 
tations in their historical order. . .. He follows the order of 
places: desert, mountain, Temple.” (Lenski, on Luke 4:1-13.)7 

Augustine, Luther, and Chemnitz insist that the evangelists do 
not bind themselves to the chronological order but “anticipate and 
recapitulate” on occasion. Most modern exegetes agree that they 
combine the chronological and topical order. But Dieckhoff pro- 
tests against that. He will not grant the evangelists the privileges 
of secular historians. Well, he can appeal to Bruno Bauer as 


70) Lenski, on Luke 4:16: “By starting with this incident, Luke 
abandons the chronological order from the very start, so that we 
cannot depend on him for the exact sequence of events. He is con- 
cerned more with the inner significance and connection of what he 
presents than with the order of time, although in a general way he 
also adheres to that.” 
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authority. Bauer quotes Augustine’s rule: “What is related at a 
later place did not necessarily occur later. The evangelist may 
certainly supplement any of his previous statements,” and ridicules 
it in his ribald way: “Luft! Luft! Wir kommen um!” (Op. cit., 
I, p. 277.) — We repeat: Distingue tempora et concordabit Scrip- 
tura! Luther: “The evangelists do not observe the same order; 
what one places first the other sometimes brings later.” (VII:1781.) 

In addition to this, the contradictionists fail to observe certain 
rules and laws which are based on reason and are recognized by 
all thinking men. Rule 1 is: A real contradiction occurs only 
where the same thing is asserted and denied of the same object 
with reference to the same time and place and under the same 
relation. The high-school sophomore has learned that it involves 
no contradiction to say that man is mortal and that man is im- 
mortal. Man is mortal with respect to his body, immortal with 
respect to his soul. When Dr. H.E. Fosdick found a contradiction 
between Eccl. 3:19 (“Death befalleth man and beast”) and 1 Cor. 
15:53-55 (“This mortal must put on immortality”), he forgot 
rule 1.— The devout Bible-readers, says J. M. Gibson, find “this 
strong and very definite declaration: ‘A man hath no preeminence 
over the beast,’ Eccl. 3:19. They turn to a more familiar place and 
read: ‘Fear not; ye are of more value than many sparrows. Are 
they troubled? Not at all. How do they settle it? By the exercise 
of higher criticism.” (The Inspiration and Authority of Holy 
Scripture, p.182.) They do nothing of the kind. They do not 
discard one of the two statements. They settle the matter by 
applying rule 1.—1 Cor. 10:8 states that 23,000 fell in the plague. 
Num. 25:9 states 24,000 died in the plague. And Professor Volck 
(Dorpat) notes down: Another contradiction! Rule 1 asks him: 
Is the same time involved? Paul says they fell in one day. Moses 
does not say that. (See Pieper, op. cit., I, p. 295 f.) 

Examine Dr.H.L. Willett’s contradiction, page 255f. above. 
“Moses wrote the words of the Law, Ex. 24:4; 34:28; Deut. 31:24.” 
Right (in part). “Jahve Himself wrote them, Ex. 31:18.” Right 
again. But entirely wrong, since the “same object” of Rule 1 is 
overlooked. The Lord wrote the words of the Decalog, and He 
wrote them on stone tablets. Moses wrote the words of Ex. 
20:22-26 and “the judgments,” Ex. 21:1 ff., and wrote them in a 
book. — We said: Right, in part, because Willett’s reference to 
Ex. 34:28 is entirely wrong. “He wrote upon the tables” does not 
refer to Moses but to the Lord. See v.1 and Deut. 10:1-4. Moses 
ought to know whom he meant in Ex. 34: 28. 

The contradiction discovered by Thomas Paine and Dr. But- 
trick (“The Lord moved David to number Israel and Judah,” 
2 Sam. 24:1, and Satan provoked David to do it 1 Chron. 21:1), 
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ignores the provision of Rule 1, that the same thing must be 
asserted and denied. It is asserted that the Lord moved David. 
1 Chron. 21:1 does not deny that, and vice-versa.™) 

It gets worse and worse. They fabricate contradictions by 
inventing one of the two “contradictory” statements. Willet 
(p. 257 £. above) finds the Book of Jonah opposed “to the narrower 
nationalism of Ezekiel.” Paine found the same contradiction. 
Paine and Willett invented “the partiality of the Creator for one 
nation.” — Rule 1 pronounces the peddling of “contradictions” of 
this kind a swindle. That is Dr. Pieper’s phrase (Op. cit., p. 296.) 

In common fairness the contradictionists should (2) reckon 
with the possibility that some of their alleged contradictions may 
be due to mistakes made by the copyists. They make much of 
these variant readings (as being destructive of the reliability of 
the Bible). Then let us, too, make something of these mistakes. 
Luther thus accounts, for instance, for the seeming contradiction 
between Acts 13:20 and 1 Kings 6:1: “The Greek text is cor- 
rupted through an error of the copyist, which could easily occur 
by his writing teteaxociorg for tevaxooiors.” (XIV:600.) Thus also 
Beza. In another connection Luther says: “Or perhaps the copy- 
ists erred.” (XIV:491.)72) There is no need to adopt Luther’s 
conjecture of an error of the copyist in our passage. A number 
of other solutions have been offered.73) But our purpose was to 
show that as long as the possibility of an error on the part of the 
copyists in a given case remains, no real contradiction can be 
established. 

That brings up Rule 3. Unless you can show conclusively 
that the solutions of the seeming contradictions which present 
themselves are absolutely impossible, you have no right to assume 
a real contradiction. In the words of the Broadus-Robertson Har- 
mony of the Gospels, p. 232: “In explaining a difficulty, it is always 
to be remembered that even a possible explanation is sufficient to 
meet the objector. If several possible explanations are suggested, 


71) For further information consult Does the Bible Contradict Itself?, 
p. 40: “God permitted Satan to influence David in such a way that he 
proudly ordered a census. ... God punishes evil-doing by permitting 
sin to beget sin... . He withdrew His hand and let the devil have 
access to the heart of David.” 

72) See Conc. Tueot. Mruty., 2, p. 679ff.: “Schreibfehler in den 
Buechern Samuels”, for instance, on 1 Sam.13:1: “Saul reigned one 
year.” Probably the numeral dropped out. Thus also R.V.: “Saul was 
[forty] years old when he began to reign.” Note: “The number is 

cking in the Hebrew text and is supplied conjecturally.” 

73) One is given in Lehre u. Wehre, 67, p. 149: “It is possible that 
Paul begins the 450 years with the exodus. Add to the time of the 
ipdiges the forty years under Moses, the five under Joshua, and the 

thirty-eight under Samuel, and we get 352+45+38—435 years, ‘about 
(@s>)’ 450 years.” 
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it becomes all the more unreasonable for one to contend that the 
discrepancy is irreconcilable. It is a work of supererogation to 
proceed to show that this or that explanation is the real solution 
of the problem. Sometimes, owing to new light, this might be 
possible, but it is never necessary. And by reason of the meager 
information we have on many points in the Gospel narrative, it 
may always be impossible in various cases to present a solution 
satisfactory in every point. The harmonist has done his duty if 
he can show a reasonable explanation of the problem before him.” 

Take the case of the healing of the blind men at Jericho, Matt. 
20:29 ff., Mark 10:46 ff., and Luke 18:35 ff. Oberkonsistorialrat 
Twesten, rector of the university at Berlin, names this and the 
matter of the census taken under Cyrenius as the two cases pre- 
senting insurmountable difficulties. De Witt names as the first 
difficulty the “two blind men” and “a certain blind man.” (See 
page 256 above.) That comes under Rule 4, which calls for the 
exercise of common sense. If two blind men were healed, one 
blind man was healed. The evangelist does not say: Only one 
was healed. “Das ist ja gar kein Widerspruch, sondern nur eine 
Vervollstaendigung. ... Hier ist eben nicht Subtraktion, sondern 
nur Addition anzuwenden.” (Proc. West. Dist., 1865, p. 45.) Second 
difficulty: “The healing took place as Jesus went out from Jericho; 
as He drew nigh to that city.” Here we have, to be sure, a real 
difficulty. But several solutions present themselves. (1) “The 
older harmonists assumed that there were two miracles: that one 
blind man was healed at the entrance and two at the departure 
of Christ.” (Lange-Schaff Commentary.) Or (2) the Lord might 
have kept blind Bartimaeus waiting till the next day to test him. 
And Luke anticipated the result by a prolepsis not uncommon in 
Scripture. See Luke 3:19—23. We have, in Scripture and in secular 
histories, anticipation and recapitulation. (Lange-Schaff.)*™ 

The seeming contradiction between Mark 2:26 (Abiathar) and 
1 Sam. 21:1 (Ahimelech) also presents difficulties. But a solution 
is possible. A.Hovey: “Some suppose that Abiathar was already 
assistant to his father at the time of David’s visit and was present 





74) A.Hovey, An American Commentary, mentions another possi- 
bility (3): the healing occurred at a point between the old and the 
new city and so could be described as occurring either when He went 
out from Jericho or drew near. Hovey says that these explanations 
seem labored, but adds: “Either explanation is entirely possible. It will 
not do to say that the accounts are irreconcilable and therefore involve 
inaccuracy.... The present example and a few others would probably 
be plain if we knew some slight circumstances not mentioned.” And, 
says The Expositor’s Bible (Gospel of St. Matthew): “How small must 
be the minds or how strong the prejudices of those who find support 
for their unbelief in discrepancies of which this is acknowledged to 
be one of the gravest examples!” 
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when he came.” Luther: “Sie waren zu einer Zeit Priester.” (See 
Weimar-Bibel.) Or: “The two names Ahimelech and Abiathar 
were borne by the father as well as the son.” (Lenski, on our 
passage.) — This is more reasonable than the solution offered by 
the contradictionists: “It may be a pure slip of memory on the 
part of the evangelist” (Gore’s Commentary), i. e., Mark was a slip- 
shod writer, who either did not report Jesus correctly or did not 
take time to consult his copy of 1 Samuel. 

The discrepancy-hunters find irreconcilable contradictions 
between statements of Stephen and the Old Testament record. (See 
page 256 above.) For instance, Stephen names Sychem as a 
burial-place, Acts 7:16, and the Old Testament, they say, names 
Hebron in this connection. Here is one solution of the alleged 
contradiction, and Rule 3 calls for only one possible solution: 
“Stephen, and with him St. Luke, tells us that the brothers of 
Joseph were buried in Sychem. He thus supplements the story 
of the Old Testament.... The further item that Abraham bought 
land in Sychem from the sons of Hemor is also to be regarded as 
a supplement to the Old Testament record.” (Dr. Stoeckhardt, in 
Lehre u. Wehre, 32, p. 318.) Can the critics prove, as required 
by Rule 3, that this assumption involves an impossibility? —'The 
fuss made by the critics over Acts 7:4 would stop if they would 
quit assuming that Abraham was the first-born son of Terah. They 
cannot prove it. He may have been the youngest son. Particulars 
are given in Lehre u. Wehre, 70, p. 183 f., and in THEoL. MonruHLy, 4, 
p. 33ff.: “Some Difficulties in the Speech of Stephen, Acts 7.” 
More than two “discrepancies” are there discussed and disposed of. 

We insist that Rule 3 be applied. “The irreconcilability must be 
demonstrated not only not reconcilable with our present knowledge, 
but necessarily and essentially irreconcilable.” (M’Intosh, op. cit., 
p. 636.) “So long as the proof is not furnished that the two reports 
are in direct opposition, the demand made by the scientific theology 
of our day that an absolute contradiction be acknowledged is 
nothing less than a scientific swindle.” (Pieper, op. cit., p. 296.) 

What to do in case no solution offers itself? Canon 4: Refrain 
from hasty judgments; exercise scientific caution, moderation, and 
sobriety. Can the statement of Mark 15:25 “It was the third hour, 
and they crucified Him” be reconciled with the statement of John 
19:14”? One solution is that Mark employs the Jewish way of 
reckoning the time of day, indicating nine o’clock in the morning, 
while John uses the Roman computation of time and so tells us 
that the trial of Jesus began at six o’clock. That seems a satis- 
factory solution. But here is a commentator (Lutheran, strictly 
conservative) who declares: “No solution has yet been found.” 
Similarly Jerome pronounced the difficulty connected with Acts 7:4 
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a questio indissolubilis. What should we do if we found ourselves 
in such a case? Dr. Walther says: “When our old Christian 
theologians were confronted with a difficulty which they could not 
solve, they humbly doffed their little doctor’s hat, bowed before 
Holy Scripture, and declared: This difficulty will be fully solved, 
if not before, then certainly in heaven.” (Lehre u Wehre, 57, p. 157.) 
And the mature scientist, be he a Christian or a non-Christian, 
takes the same general position; whether he meets difficulties in 
astronomy or in the Bible, he does not setile the matter in a 
moment but defers his final judgment. He unhesitatingly subscribes 
to Torrey’s formulation of Canon 4: “Let us deal with any diffi- 
culty we meet in the Bible [or in any sphere of human study] with 
that humility that becomes all persons of such limited under- 
standing as we all are. Recognize the limitations of your own mind 
and knowledge and do not for a moment imagine that there is no 
solution just because you have found none. There is, in all proba- 
bility, a very simple solution, even when you can find no solution 
at all.” (Op. cit., p.69.) — The Lutheran exegete we quoted above 
took that position: “We may not always be able to clear up that 
difficulty because of our ignorance, bu one thing is certain — the 
Scriptures are inerrant in every case.” (Lenski, on Mark 2:26 and 
John 19:14.) 

Rule 5: Exercise your common sense! If Professor Baum- 
gaertel had done that, he would not have read into the text Gen. 
7:17 that the Flood lasted only forty days. It took forty days for 
the Flood to reach its crest. — Paine: “The reason given for keeping 
the seventh day is, according to Exodus, that ‘God rested on the 
seventh day’; but according to Deuteronomy, that it was the day 
on which the children of Israel came out of Egypt.” (Age of 
Reason, I, p. 120.) N.R. Best seconds Paine. But why could not 
the Sabbath be made to commemorate both events? Best exercises 
his common sense when he states: “It may be held that God 
named both reasons.” (Inspiration, p. 73.) But he loses it when 
he concludes: “The form in which we have the Ten Command- 
ments cannot possibly be shown to be inerrant.” — Best further 
declares that a great amount of labor would have to be spent to 
explain how it happened that King Saul did not recognize David. 
(See page 256 above.) He goes on to say that we are “spending 
hours” at the task. Jamieson-Fausset-Brown spent two minutes 
at it: “The growth of the beard and other changes on a now full- 
grown youth prevented the king from recognizing his former 
favorite minstrel.” 

Ingersoll finds himself unable to harmonize the genealogies of 
Christ. “Is it not wonderful that Luke and Matthew do not agree 
on a single name of Christ’s ancestors for thirty-seven generations?” 
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The Rev. L. A. Lambert (Catholic) reminds Ingersoll and others of 
Rule 5 in these words: “It is wonderful only to those who are 
ignorant of the fact that Matthew gives the ancestors of Joseph, 
while Luke gives the ancestors of Mary, the mother of God. 
Are your ancestors on your mother’s side all Ingersolls? Must 
your maternal and paternal ancestors necessarily have the same 
name? A careful study of Christian writers on these subjects 
would save you a great deal of ignorant blundering.” (Notes on 
Ingersoll, p. 159 f.)— Bishop Gore: “If our Lord had announced the 
Trinitarian formula, as is recorded in Matt. 28:19, so explicitly, 
it is hard to believe that it could have made so little impression on 
the earliest preaching and practice as recorded in the Acts.” (Op. 
cit., p. 41.) Better study Pieper, Chr. Dog., Ill, p. 297f. and 303 f. 
He points out “the logical absurdities” on which Gore’s statement is 
based. When Gore records that he baptized such and such a person, 
does he have to record that he baptized “in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost”? 

Professor Dieckhoff declared that no man can harmonize the 
statement recorded Mark 14:30: “Before the cock crow twice, 
thou shalt deny Me thrice” with that recorded by the other evan- 
gelists: “This night, before the cock crow, thou shalt deny Me 
thrice.” Professor Stoeckhardt asked him to apply his knowledge 
of ornithology. “Einem von Gott ihnen eingepflanzten Instinkt 
zufolge pflegten die Haehne im Altertum und pflegen die Haehne 
auch heute noch, in der Neuen Welt wie in der Alten Welt, doch 
wohl sicherlich auch in Mecklenburg, kurz ehe der Morgen graut, 
ein lautes Geschrei anzustimmen.” These cocks also crow at 
midnight, as Stoeckhardt tells us; but when men say that they 
will do this or that “before the cock crows,” they have in mind 
the gallicinium matutinum, the GAextogogwvia xateEoxhv, which 
announces the break of day. (See Lehre u. Wehre, 39, p. 134 ff.) 
“Before the cock crow thou shalt deny Me thrice” refers to the 
gallicinium matutinum, and so everybody (except Dieckhoff and 
his party) understood this statement. In no wise do the three 
evangelists deny that the cock crowed twice before Peter’s three- 
fold denial. Only they do not record the two cock-crowings. It was 
sufficient that Mark recorded that. Gore’s Commentary agrees with 
Stoeckhardt: “The second cock-crowing is mentioned as a note 
of time in various classical writers. Aristophanes, Cicero, Juvenal, 
Animianus Marcellinus, are cited. [Stoeckhardt cites additional 
ones.] It was this second cock-crowing, somewhere about 3 to 
4 A.M., which was technically known as gallicinium.” — “Are not 
two sparrows sold for a farthing?” (Matt. 10:29.) How, then, could 
the same Lord say: “Are not five sparrows sold for two farthings?” 
(Luke 12:6.) He should have given the latter price as two and 
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a half farthings. Yes, indeed, “some have fancied a contradiction 
here,” Harry Rimmer tells us. And he asks the contradictionists 
to exercise their common sense: “In our modern markets apples 
may be five cents apiece, but at the same time sell six for 
twenty-five cents.” (Modern Science, p. 303 f.) 

Other contradictionists complain: Saul’s companions heard the 
voice (Acts 9:7), and they did not hear the voice (Acts 22:9)! Poor 
Luke! But Luke knew his Greek. They did not hear tiv gwviy, 
but they did hear tijs qwvijcs. They heard the sound, but did not 
hear the words and did not get the sense of the sound. (See Lenski, 
The Expositor’s Greek Testament, etc.) —B. Bauer knows his 
Greek, but that does not keep him from the discrepancy-hunt. 
Luke 7:2 uses the term “servant,” Sotdoc, Matt.8:6 the term 
“servant,” xaic. Bauer: The Greek word xois means both son 
and servant.” Good! But: “Das Kategorische aber, wie der Haupt- 
mann sagt: ‘Mein Knabe,’ das Dringende und Flehende seiner Bitte 
um Hilfe beweist, dass Matthaeus von uns verlangt, wir sollen an 
den Sohn des Mannes denken.” (Op. cit., II, p. 26.) And there’s 
your contradiction, as plain as day! — We wish Bauer would exer- 
cise common sense and not imagine that his readers will not notice 
at once that his sole interest in the matter is to find a contradiction. 
His common sense should have told him that his readers are 
in possession of common intelligence.—It’s a most unscientific 
swindle. 

Epiphanius of old (+407) said of the discrepancy-hunters of 
his day that they “are not sound in the faith, or else they are weak 
intellectually.” The level of intelligence has not risen since then. — 
The fatuity displayed in this branch of human knowledge is so 
great that it calls for additional chapters. 


(To be continued) Tx. ENGELDER 
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Acts 4:1-12 


When Jesus had foretold His suffering and death, Peter had 
rebuked Him, saying: “Be it far from Thee, Lord; this shall not 
be unto Thee.” Jesus had reprimanded him and told him and His 
disciples that the way to glory was the way of the cross, Matt. 
16:21-28. In a similar manner John had been told that truth that 
was so hard to grasp for every Jew, that the kingdom of God was 
not a temporal but a spiritual one and that membership involved 
suffering and tribulation, Matt. 20:20-29. In our text we see both 
men willing to testify no longer of a Messiah according to their 
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own preconceived ideas. It was the Messiah of God whom Peter 
had boldly preached before the people (Acts 3:12-26) and whom 
they were now to confess before the High Council of the Jews. 
In the third chapter St. Luke told of the healing of a lame man by 
Peter and John and of the noble testimony of these two men to 
their Savior. While Peter had remained unharmed after his 
Pentecostal sermon, while the enemy had seemed paralyzed, the 
two apostles were now to experience the truth of Christ’s proph- 
ecies: Matt. 10:16-18; 16:24; John 15:19 to 16:4; but at the same 
time the reliability of the promises of Christ: Matt. 10:19. 20; 
John 15:27. 

And as they spake unto the people, the priests and the captain 
of the Temple and the Sadducees came upon them, v.1. While they 
were still speaking to the people, there “came upon them,” stood 
there —a very suitable word usually denoting suddenness (cp. Luke 
2:9; 24:4; Acts 12:7; 23:11) and at times implying hostile purpose 
(Luke 20:1: note the similar circumstances; Acts 6:12; 17:5). 
Compare “horribly and speedily shall He come upon you,” Wisdom 
of Solomon, 6:5. In our passage both suddenness and hostility are 
implied. 

“The priests.” Some manuscripts read “high priests” a term 
frequently designating the former high priests deposed by the 
Romans, or the members of the chief priestly families. “Priests,” 
however, is the better-attested reading and naturally includes both 
priests and high priests. 

“The captain of the Temple” was not a heathen official, as some 
commentators suggest. No heathen was permitted in the actual 
sanctuary (Acts 21:27-32), and certainly no heathen would have 
been chosen as the captain of the Temple. Josephus writes that, 
when the eastern gate of the Temple was seen suddenly to open of 
itself, “those that kept watch in the Temple came running to the 
captain of the Temple and told him of it.” (Josephus, Jewish War, 
VI, 5,3.) According to Schuerer, this official was second in dignity 
to the high priest himself. (Jewish People, II, 1, pp. 258f., 267.) 
Volz identifies this office with that of the “chief governor of the 
house of the Lord,” whose duty it was to prevent the entry of 
undesirables into the Temple, to forestall disturbances at the 
festivities and to guard the sacred courts against indignities. He 
had the right and duty to punish disturbers and actually smote 
Jeremiah and put him in the stocks, Jer. 20:1,2; cp. 29:24-26. 
(Volz, “Jeremia,” in Sellins’s Commentary, Vol. X, p. 207.) The 
LXX does not call him oteatnydéc, however. 

“The Sadducees,” though mentioned last, were certainly not 
the least in their hatred and opposition to the person and doctrine 
of Jesus and His followers. They were the liberals, the modernists 
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of those days. Their philosophy of life may be summarized in the 
words of Paul “Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die” (1 Cor. 
15:32), and death was for them the end. They did not believe in 
a world of spirits nor in the resurrection of the dead, Matt. 22:23. 
Acts 23:8. Though numerically not strong, yet, as Weizsaecker puts 
it, “the Sadducees were at the helm, and the office of the high priest 
was in Sadducean hands, and the Sadducees predominated in the 
high-priestly families (Weizsaecker, Apostolic Age, I, 61, E. T.).” 
Expositor’s Greek Testament, Vol. II, p.122. Josephus states that 
the Sadducees were very rigid in judging offenders, above all the 
rest of the Jews (Ant., XX, rx, 1), while the Pharisees were char- 
acterized by clemency (Ant., XIII, x, 6). That seems to be borne 
out in the book of Acts; cp. Acts 5:33-39; 23:6-9. Yet Saul, the 
Pharisee, certainly did not consider even fury to the point of mad- 
ness in persecuting the Christians as conflicting with Pharisaic 
principles, Acts 26:11; 9:1. 

The rulers of the Jews, civic and spiritual, rose up against the 
Church of Christ and His ambassadors; cp. Acts 4:24-30. Their 
motive is brought out in the next verse. Being grieved that they 
taught the people and preached through Jesus the resurrection 
from the dead, V.2. “Being grieved.” The word originally means 
to work out laboriously; then, to be troubled, displeased, offended, 
pained. Thayer very aptly compares the colloquial English phrase 
“to be worked up.” A double motive is named, because not all the 
opponents were actuated by the same considerations. The priests, 
besides being filled with hatred against Jesus and His disciples, 
naturally resented the preaching of the apostles, these “unlearned 
and ignorant men” (Acts 4:13), on general grounds. The Temple, 
the sacred house of God, was under the supervision of the priests. 
For a layman, an unprofessional man, who had not been trained 
in the schools of the Rabbis, to teach publicly in the domain of 
the priests, seemed preposterous to them, and to preach without 
having asked permission from them seemed outright rebellion 
against age-old authority. The Sadducees, in addition, were angry 
because the two men publicly preached the resurrection of the 
dead in the person of Jesus. They had publicly ridiculed the 
doctrine of resurrection by pointing to some corollaries which 
seemed to them as necessary as they were impossible. Jesus had 
put them to shame, Matt. 22:23-34. The high-priestly party, largely 
Sadducean, had sought to do away with Lazarus, on whose ac- 
count many believed on Jesus (John 12:9-11) and who was a liv- 
ing proof of the resurrection of the dead. Now Jesus Himself had 
proved not only the Scripturalness (Acts 2:22-32), not only the 
possibility, but the actuality of the resurrection by suffering Him- 
self to be put to death by the Roman government on the instigation 
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of His enemies, neither of which would have permitted His living 
body to be removed from the cross. The empty cross on Calvary 
proved incontrovertibly the death of Christ, and the empty tomb, 
which they had sealed and had guarded by a Roman watch, proved 
just as incontrovertibly His resurrection, not to speak of the signs 
and miracles which had occurred and had become known to all 
Jerusalem. The fact of His resurrection they could not deny, just 
as little as they could deny the reality of the cure of the lame man, 
chap. 4:14. Yet the public proclamation of these facts must be 
stopped and could be stopped. At least so they thought, vv. 17, 18. 
Knowling adds another reason for their irritation. “It was not 
merely a dogmatic question of the denial of the resurrection which 
concerned the Sadducees, but the danger to their power and to their 
wealth from the Temple sacrifices and dues if the resurrection of 
Jesus was proclaimed and accepted.” Exp. Gr. Test., Vol. II, p. 123. 
Cp. Mark 11:15-18. Would the followers of this Jesus still support 
their traffic? The followers of the Rabbi of Nazareth must be 
silenced. 

And they laid hands on them and put them in hold unto the 
next day, for it was now eventide, V.3. “In hold.” The term 
means a watching; it may mean merely under guard, in private 
custody, or it may mean prison. Since in 5:18 the word “common,” 
“public,” is prefixed, we may assume that Peter and John were not 
at once cast into public prison but kept under guard. In 5:18 
the apostles were treated as guilty of having transgressed the 
council’s charge not to speak at all or teach in the name of Jesus, 
4:17,18. At the time of the healing of the lame there had been 
no such prohibition; hence they may have been treated a little 
more considerately, particularly since they had so large a following. 
Whether the lame man was imprisoned with them is not definitely 
stated; v.10 seems to indicate that he was. 

It was now eventide, perhaps the “second evening”; cp. Ex. 
12:6, marginal reading; “between the two evenings”; one begin- 
ning at 3 o’clock, the other at 6. According to the Talmud 
(Shabb. 10a) “the ordinary court-hours were from after morning 
service till the time of the meal.” Edersheim, Life and Time of the 
Messiah, II, p.557, Note 1. The two sessions in which Jesus was 
condemned were not held at the usual time because of the need 
of hurrying His conviction for fear of a revolt. 

Howbeit, many of them which heard the word, believed; and 
the number of the men was about five thyusand, V.4. While 
Peter and John were held: in custodywthe seed which they had 
sown continued to sprout and grow and bear abundant fruit. Man 
may silence temporarily the preaching of the Word, but no man 
can stop the Word from working in the hearts of those who have 
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heard it. This Word is incorruptible seed (1 Pet.1:23), a power 
unto salvation (Rom.1:17), which in God’s own time will ac- 
complish that which He pleases, Is. 55:10,11; Mark 4:26-29. It is 
the Word, not the preacher, that works faith. Let the preacher 
not attribute to himself and his skill, his art, his tact, what is pos- 
sible only to God’s Word. And let not the preacher be discouraged 
because he cannot be with his parishioners at all times. The Word 
which he has been privileged to speak will prosper in the thing 
whereto God sent it. 

“The number of the men was,” or rather came to be, “about 
five thousand. On Pentecost Day about three thousand souls had 
been added (Acts 2:41) to the original number of names, about 
120, Acts1:15. Since Luke here in distinction to the terms used 
in 1:15 and 2:41 uses “men,” we may assume that now the con- 
gregation numbered five thousand men without women and chil- 
dren. Compare Matt.14:21: “Five thousand men beside women 
and children,” while Mark 6:44; Luke 9:14, we read “five thou- 
sand men.” “St. Luke does not say that five thousand of St. Peter’s 
hearers were converted in addition to those already converted at 
Pentecost (although Dr. Hort, following Chrys., Aug., Jer., takes 
this view, Judaistic Christianity, p.47) or that five thousand were 
added, but his words certainly mark the growing expansion of the 
Church in spite of threatening danger, as this is also evident on the 
view that five thousand represent the total number of believers.” 
(Exp. Gr. Test., Vol. II, p. 124.) 

And it came to pass on the morrow that their rulers and elders 
and scribes and Annas, the high priest, and Caiaphas and John and 
Alexander and as many as were of the kindred of the high priest 
were gathered together at Jerusalem, vv.5,6. It was a meeting of 
the High Council of the Jews, the Sanhedrin, composed of 70 mem- 
bers, the three classes of which are here named. High priests, 
elders, and scribes are named as the constituent classes (Matt. 
26:3; Mark 14:53; 15:1; Luke 9:22; 22:66), though the order 
varies with each evangelist. Here not high priests, but “rulers” 
are named with the elders and scribes, the term probably being 
used as indicating the high priests as the chief rulers, the Sad- 
duceans actually dominating the council. The scribes were men 
learned in the Mosaic Law and in the rest of Scripture, carefully 
supervising the work of copying the sacred books, teaching the 
people, and advising them in questions pertaining to the Law. 
The scribes generally were members of the Pharisaic party. The 
elders were such men as were chosen into the council because of 
their special qualifications, but did not belong to either of the 
other two classes of the Sanhedrin. The enemies of Christ regarded 
the silencing of the apostles as sufficiently important to assemble all 
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the members of the Sanhedrin. There was Annas the high priest, 
who, though deposed from office by Valerius Gratus, the Roman 
procurator, in the year 23 A.D. because of his political intrigues, 
still was the power behind the throne; Caiaphas, his son-in-law, 
being completely under his influence. Not fewer than five of his 
sons and his son-in-law Caiaphas held the office of high priest. 
Annas even retained the title of high priest (cp. Luke 3:1; John 
18:13, 24), as did the other high priests deposed from office. Com- 
pare the plural “high priests” so frequently found in the New 
Testament and Josephus. No fewer than twenty-eight high priests 
held the office during the century preceding the destruction of 
Jerusalem, 32 B.C. to 70 A.D. Annas is named first because he 
was the first man in the nation. There was Caiaphas, who had 
counseled the Sanhedrin rather to kill Jesus than to have the entire 
nation perish, John 11:49-57. Cp. John 18:24; Mark 14:53-64. 
We know nothing certain of the other two men named, evidently 
well-known men. 

“And as many as were of the kindred of the high priest.” 
All the other relatives of the high priest were brought into the 
assembly. It seems that an attempt was made to pack the house 
by taking special pains to have as many Sadducees at this meeting 
as possible (cp. chap. 5:17) so that the outcome of the session would 
surely be unfavorable to the apostles. 

“Were gathered together at Jerusalem.” A few manuscripts 
read “into,” implying that such members as had left Jerusalem were 
hurriedly summoned. The reading adopted by the Authorized 
Version would seem to state that only such members of the San- 
hedrin as happened to be in Jerusalem were assembled. In either 
case, it was a large array of powerful enemies looming up against 
two fishermen, messengers of the crucified and risen Jesus. 

And when they had set them in the midst, they asked, By what 
power or by what name have ye done this? V.7. The members of 
the Sanhedrin sat in a semicircle, so that all could see the person 
accused, and he would have to face them all. And now they 
asked, inquired. The imperfect describes the opening of the formal 
inquiry or inquisition. Haughtily they ask, In what sort of power 
and in what sort of a name have done this thing you? Their im- 
potent hatred and the utter contempt in which they held these 
men could hardly have been expressed more forcibly. “This thing,” 
tovto, they cannot bring themselves to call the cure a miracle; 
slightingly, purposely belittling what they feared, trying to deceive 
themselves, they call it “this thing.” “You” placed emphatically 
at the end to show their scorn, their contempt. Who are you to 
dare to do this? At the same time they wanted to cow the apostles. 
How dare you to do such a thing without permission? What manner 
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of power do you claim, and by what kind of a name have you done 
what you did? The Jews had blasphemously charged Jesus with 
being in league with the devil, Matt.12:24; John 7:20; 8:48: 
10: 20,21. The Mosaic Law regarded witchcraft and sorcery as 
capital crimes (Deut. 18:10-12) and pronounced the death penalty 
on any one doing signs or wonders for the purpose of luring the 
Israelite away from the worship of Jehovah, Deut. 13:1-5. Quite 
evidently they hoped to prove John and Peter to have committed 
this very crime. They knew that they had preached Jesus as the 
Messiah and the Son of God. That was the very charge on which 
the Sanhedrin had condemned Jesus to die on the cross. The same 
Council now sat in judgment upon these followers of Jesus, who 
proclaimed publicly that Jesus was the true God and the Messiah 
of Israel. Would the Council hesitate to condemn them? If they 
could succeed in silencing the apostles, in obtaining from them the 
promise no longer to preach the name of Jesus, they would be 
satisfied. If the apostles would not promise, their lips would be 
silenced in death. What will the men do? We can see the members 
of the Council eagerly watching the two prisoners, anxiously look- 
ing for a sign of fear or trepidation. They looked in vain. A few 
months ago Peter had denied. But it was a changed Peter that 
stood before the Council, a Peter who was actually a rock man, 
a Peter who had seen his risen Savior, a Peter to whom at this very 
moment the Savior sent an almighty aid, the Holy Spirit. 

Then Peter, filled with the Holy Ghost, said unto them, Ye 
rulers of the people and elders of Israel, v.8. That Holy Spirit 
which Christ had given to His disciples as His Easter gift (John 
20:22), which had come down visibly at Pentecost, now, in keeping 
with Christ’s promise (Matt. 10:19, 20) imbued Peter with heroic 
courage and put the right words into his mouth and upon his lips, 
so that indeed it was not Peter but his Father’s Spirit that 
spoke in him. 

In the night of Christ’s betrayal Peter had rebelled against the 
authorities when they took Jesus captive. He had been properly 
rebuked by his Master. As he stands before the High Council, 
there is not a trace of rebellion or insubordination. He gives his 
superiors the honor due them as his divinely instituted government. 
He respects their authority even though they are abusing it. At the 
same time Peter with supreme tact reminds them of the duties 
which the high office as “rulers of the people and elders of Israel” 
placed upon them. Compare Ex. 18:21; Deut. 1:13-17. 

The Council had placed “ ‘you people!’ with depreciating em- 
phasis at the close” of their question. (Meyer.) Peter takes up 
that word and emphasizes “we,” not for the purpose of self- 
glorification but to give honor to Him to whom alone it was due. 
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If we this day be examined of the good deed done to the im- 
potent man, by what means he is made whole, v.9. The term 
“examine” is here used in its forensic sense, to hold a legal in- 
vestigation, to put on trial: if we are being judicially examined 
“of the good deed done to the impotent man.” The Greek text 
omits the two articles. Peter expresses his astonishment that John 
and he had been placed before this high tribunal to explain a good 
deed done to a poor unfortunate. Rulers are to be a terror not 
to good works but to the evil, Rom. 13:3. “A miracle of healing 
could not reasonably be referred to an evil spirit, was no fit subject 
for legal investigation and ought not to have been visited with im- 
prisonment.” (The Bible Commentary.) Peter is an apt pupil of 
his Master, who expressed similar astonishment and administered 
like rebuke to the authorities when they transgressed the limits of 
justice. Matt. 26:55; Mark 3:4; Luke 13:15,16; 22:67-69; John 
10:32; 18:20-23; 19:10,11. Respect for, and submission to, the 
powers that be is not incompatible with the duty of calling the 
attention of these powers to overt acts of injustice committed by 
them. Such reproof may at times become the duty of the Christian. 
Let him not forget, however, the respect and honor he owes his 
government for conscience’ sake. 

“By what means.” The Greek may be either masculine or 
neuter. Since the council had asked, “By what power and by 
what name?” it seems best to take it in the neutral sense, by what 
means, either name or power. “He is made whole.” Here Peter 
uses oéowotot to indicate that this man was healed not only physi- 
cally but spiritually. He had come to faith in the name of Jesus 
Christ and thereby had become one placed into a state of salvation, 
as the perfect denotes. 

Be it known unto you all and to all the people of Israel that 
by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom 
God raised from the dead, even by Him doth this man stand here 
before you whole, v.10. Only a few weeks before, Peter had said, 
“I do not know the man.” Now he is not ashamed to proclaim 
publicly his own knowledge of Jesus before his enemies. He rather 
exhorts them to come to this same knowledge for which Christ 
had called him a blessed man, Matt. 16:17. It is a knowledge which 
is of utmost importance to all of them, and not only to the members 
of the Council but to all the people of Israel, whether in the city 
or in their own land or scattered among the nations. Let them all 
and each one individually know that by the name of Jesus Christ 
of Nazareth, even by Him, doth this man stand here before you 
whole. Peter uses a different word here for “whole,’ a term 
denoting healthy, in sound condition. The fact that he was saved 
spiritually could not be seen by human eyes, but the fact that the 
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lame man had been physically healed was undeniable. For this 
miraculous curing they claim no honor for themselves, because “by 
the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth” was the cure effected. Those 
were the first words they had used, chap.3:6. This name they 
had publicly confessed before the people, chap. 3:12,16. Now once 
more they boldly confessed this name before the hostile Council. 
To the members of the Sanhedrin, Jesus was the Nazarene. They 
had rejected, they had crucified Him. To Peter and John this 
lowly Nazarene was Jesus Christ, the Messiah appointed of God, 
God’s own anointed Savior. 

Had Peter said no more, it would have been a bold, courageous 
confession of his Lord and Savior. Peter might have permitted 
them to draw their own conclusions and inferences. That would 
have been the safer course to take. But Peter goes farther. 
Though he knew that he was treading on dangerous ground, though 
he knew their murderous intentions, he charges them pointblank 
with having crucified the Son of God. He tells the instigators of 
that murderous crime committed against Jesus of Nazareth the 
same bitter truth that he had told the people on the day before 
(chap. 3:15) and on Pentecost Day, chap. 2:23, 24. Note the em- 
phatic contrast between “ye” and “God,” and between “crucified” 
and “raised up.” The battle between the leaders of the Jews, 
powerful and cunning though they were, and the lowly Nazarene 
was in fact a battle between man and his Maker, the creature and 
his God and Judge; a wicked battle, a blasphemous undertaking, 
and an utterly futile warfare. Already God, the Judge, had spoken, 
spoken in clear, unmistakable terms. They crucified, they killed, 
Jesus because, they claimed, He had blasphemously claimed to be 
Messiah. God raised Him from the dead and justified and ratified 
His every claim. Will they continue to fight against God? Cp. chap. 
5:39. Ought they not to change their course? 

Peter might have stopped here. But Peter has more to tell 
them, and he tells them boldly, in the power of the Spirit. He em- 
phasizes the wickedness and hopelessness of their action. This is 
the Stone which was set at naught of you builders, which is be- 
come the Head of the corner, v.11. Since the twofold 6v and the 
tout of v.10 refer to Jesus Christ of Nazareth, we refer the ottos 
beginning v.11 not to the following 6 Aidoc, as the Authorized 
Version does, but to the preceding “Jesus Christ” and translate, 
“He is the stone.” Peter cites here the same passage, Ps. 118: 22, 
that Jesus had quoted on the Monday prior to His death when 
the chief priests and the elders of the people had challenged His 
authority to teach in the Temple; cp. Matt. 21:23—46; Mark 11:27 
to 12:12; Luke 20:1-19. There Jesus had used the word “rejected,” 
the term employed also by the LXX. Peter uses a far stronger 
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term, used by the LXX in other passages in translation of the same 
Hebrew word, e. g., 1 Sam. 8:7: to make of no account, to treat as if 
one were nothing. In the original meaning of the psalm the stone 
rejected is not Israel, as the Expositor’s Greek Testament holds; 
nor does the psalmist think primarily of “the small beginning of 
a new era” in the days of Zerubbabel, Ezra 3:10 ff. It is a direct 
prophecy concerning the promised Messiah; cp. Is. 53:2,3. When 
the leaders of Israel had crucified Jesus (v.10), their purpose had 
been to make Him an “out and out nothingness,” an utter outcast, 
one accursed and cut off from his people and God by the Lord of 
Hosts Himself, Deut. 21: 23. 

“Of you builders.” Again the apostle changes the original 
wording “the builders” and applies its dreadful charge directly to 
the members of the Sanhedrin. You builders, you who ought 
to be the spiritual leaders in building the city of God, the temple 
of the Most High, that Church of the New Covenant to which all 
the prophets pointed forward; you who should have been the first 
to recognize on the basis of Scripture the Messiah at His coming 
into the world and to bid Him welcome and to hail Him joyously 
as the Salvation of Israel— you rejected, you utterly annihilated, 
as far as your own efforts were concerned, the Stone selected by 
God from eternity and announced by Him as the Stone and sure 
Foundation, Is. 28:16. But though you seemingly succeeded in 
doing away with Jesus of Nazareth, you did not and could not 
frustrate the plan of the Lord, Is. 28:29. You crucified Jesus and 
thereby set at naught God’s Stone; God raised Jesus from the 
dead, so that He is now become the Head of the corner. In the 
Hebrew language both terms are used in poetry and prose as 
designations of the leaders of the people; so “corner,” #38, 
Judg. 20:2; 1 Sam. 14:38 (A. V., “chiefs’”); Is. 19:13b (A. V., “stay’’); 
“head,” WN, Judg.11:8; Jer.31:7; Ps.106:6, etc. The head of a 
corner in a building is a stone placed in a conspicuous position, for 
a special purpose, not primarily to bind the walls together — every 
other stone at the corners serves that purpose — nor to support the 
entire building, for no corner-stone actually does that. “A corner- 
stone may be removed like any other stone without interfering with 
the stability of the building. The function of the corner-stone is 
primarily symbolical; it is laid to denote the character, the purpose, 
the nature, of the building, and it is laid at the corner in order to 
attract attention and proclaim the character of the building to all 
passers-by.” Conc. THEoL. Mruty, IX, p. 446. 

Alas, so thoroughly had the leaders of the Jews misunderstood 
the real nature of the house of God (Is. 2:3) and of its great Master 
that, when He came to lay the very foundation of God’s holy temple, 
in the building of which they should have aided, they recognized 
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Him not. They examined Him; they measured Him according to 
their own standards; they weighed Him on their own scales and 
found Him wanting in every way, altogether useless. They did 
away with Him once for all. And now this Stone rejected, set at 
naught, there it stands, the Head of the corner, declared so with 
power by the resurrection from the dead through the glory of the 
Father. The Jews annihilated neither Jesus nor His Church. Jesus 
the Crucified lives. His Church, built on Him, the risen Head of 
the corner, shall live and grow and flourish forever. The enemies 
are endeavoring to accomplish the impossible. 

The same sad mistake and the same hopeless efforts char- 
acterize the modern self-styled builders of the Church. They mis- 
understand completely the purpose of Christ’s coming into the 
world. They want a social reformer, a defender of civilization, 
a ‘big brother,’ an example which they can follow, a teacher show- 
ing them a way to a happy and contented life here on earth, without 
bothering much about the uncertainties of a future world. They 
want anything but the God-appointed Savior, a vicarious atone- 
ment, a Redeemer for lost and condemned sinners. Such a Christ is 
to them foolishness, an abomination. They pit their puny will and 
mind against the plan conceived and carried out by the Lord God 
Almighty and marvelous in grace and mercy. The outcome of 
their blasphemous warfare? Read 1 Thess. 1:6-10. 

Again Peter might have stopped. But he has still more to say. 
This Jesus of Nazareth is the one and only Savior. Neither is there 
salvation in any other, v.12. Very emphatically the apostle places 
“salvation” at the head of the sentence and adds the specific article. 
“And not is there in another, not a one, the salvation.” There were 
in Israel salvations many (Ex.14:13; 1 Sam.11:13; 14:45, etc.) 
and savior’s many (Judg.3:9,15; Neh. 9:27); yet the salvation of 
which Peter speaks here, is the salvation, beside which all other 
salvations and deliverances pale into insignificance, eternal salva- 
tion, Is.12; 25:7, 8; 26:19; 35:10. This salvation is not in another; 
GAAos denotes numerical distinction; there is not a second Savior, 
a second Jesus, a second Christ. Peter emphasizes the uniqueness 
of Jesus Christ by adding “no one.” Search heaven and earth, 
and you will find not another in whom there is eternal life; no, not 
a single one, save the One, the God-appointed one and only Jesus. 
John 3:36; 1 John 5:12. 

Many men have claimed to be Messiahs and Saviors, many 
self-styled Messiahs have shown signs and wonders and have had 
huge followings, Mark 13:6,22. Many of them have been per- 
secuted like Christ Crucified; all of them have died and were 
buried. Yet not one of them was raised from the dead by the glory 
of the Father, Rom. 6:4; not one of them is sitting on the right hand 
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of the Majesty on high; not one of them shall in the name and by 
the authority and as the representative of the Father come into the 
clouds of heaven to judge the quick and the dead. Every one of 
these self-styled Messiahs shall be judged and condemned as a 
deceiver of mankind by Him besides whom there is not another, 
a second Anointed One, who is the one and only Jesus Christ. 


For there is none other name under heaven given among men 
whereby we must be saved. None other, étegocs, as compared with 
éAAos, denotes qualitative difference. There is no different kind of 
name. The term “name” stands here for the person himself. The 
name Jesus is Jesus Himself as He reveals Himself to us in His 
life and work as recorded in His Holy Word. And now note what 
Peter says: Neither a different kind of name under heaven is 
the one that has been given, (and now has been established as a 
continuing, lasting gift) among men, whereby we must be saved. 
Asi denotes very frequently a necessity established by the counsel 
and decree of God; so Matt. 17:10; 24:6; Mark 9:11; 1 Cor. 
15:53; ete. The salvation of which Peter speaks is God’s own sal- 
vation, which God alone has prepared and can prepare. Hence 
God alone can tell us what is necessary to obtain this salvation; 
God alone can point out the way on which we must walk if we 
would enter into life eternal. And the one thing needful, the one 
absolutely necessary way, necessary by divine, unalterable decree, 
is the name laid down as a precious gift in the revelation concerning 
the person and work of Jesus. No other kind of name is given, 
search everywhere under heaven. Not the name of man’s right- 
eousness, our own or another’s self-chosen virtue, not character, not 
nobility of purpose, not riches, not science, not wisdom, not civic 
reform, not any other different kind of name. Man may extol these 
names. Man may praise them to highest heaven. Man may pin 
his trust and expectation to them and frantically cling to them as 
his only hope. God, the Judge of all the world, has concluded all 
under sin, Gal. 3:22. And on this heap of ruined hopes and blasted 
expectations He has placed the name and cross of Jesus, towering 
over the wrecks of time. This name of Jesus crucified and risen 
is laid down as a gift among men, to be taken up by them, by 
every one who is an &véewnxos, who is a human being, whether en- 
throned on the highest seat of learning or power or lying in the 
mire of sin and shame, the scum and offscouring of humanity. 
In this name every human being has the salvation of God; without 
this name there is no way to life. 

Peter connects 12b with 12a by ovd2 yae, the negative indicating 
a close and internal connection of the two clauses, “so that they are 
mutually complementary and combine into a unity” (Thayer). This 
close connection is emphasized by yée, the second clause stating 
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the reason for the first: There is salvation in no second Savior, 
because neither is there a different kind of name given. Salvation 
alone by Jesus, because there is no other Savior than the One, 
Jesus Christ, who alone could be our vicarious Redeemer, and 
because there is no different way to salvation from that of vicarious 
redemption. But this way is open to all, for the name of Jesus 
Christ is God’s free and abiding gift to man. 





Preaching on this text, we must show that the same enmity 
and hatred against Christ and His Church is found among the 
Pharisees and Sadducees without and within the visible Church; 
that over against it stands as impregnable as ever Christ, the 
Corner-stone, and His infallible Word; that it is our solemn duty 
and exalted privilege to be witnesses of Jesus and His Gospel. 
These are the three thoughts standing out, which may be viewed 
from different angles. The Enmity of the World against Christ 
and His Church. (1) It is vehement, vv. 1=3,5-7. (2) It is sense- 
less (they are fighting their best friends, v.9; their only Savior, 
v.12.) (3) It is futile, vv.10.11.— The Word They Still Shall 
Let Remain! (1) This Word is opposed, vv.1-3,5-7. (2) This 
Word grows, v.4. (3) This Word saves, vv. 8-12.—Christ the 
Head of the Corner. (1) Against Him all opposition is futile, 
vv.1-7. (2) Him let us boldly confess, vv. 8-12.— Let Us Boldly 
Confess Christ. (1) The rage of the world is futile, vv. 1-7. 
(2) In Him we have righteousness and strength. (He is our sal- 
vation, v.12; the Head of the corner, v.11; grants us His Spirit, 
v. 8.) — The Mystery of the Word. (1) It saves though it seems 
foolishness. (2) It is opposed though it saves. (3) It grows though 
it is opposed. — The Blindness of the World. (1) They know not 
the Christians, their best friends. (2) They know not the Christ, 
their best Friend.— The Folly of Unbelief. (1) It rejects the 
only Savior, vv.10-12. (2) It plunges man the deeper into sin, 
vv. 1-7.— The Way to Glory Is the Way of the Cross. (1) The 
World furnishes the cross (Christ’s and the Christians’). (2) Christ 
furnishes the glory (in time and eternity). Tu. LAETSCH 
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The Lutheran Pastor as Teacher 


That every Lutheran pastor should be able to preach is a 
fundamental requirement. Every graduate of every theological 
seminary, whether this be a Lutheran institution or not, is expected 
to present the truths of salvation in the form of an address, speech, 
or oration, be it more or less formal or more or less technical and 
scientific. But many a person, in referring to this self-evident 
presupposition for graduation from a theological seminary, has in 
mind only the person of the preacher and the form of his message. 
That is to say, the emphasis is on the art of preaching or sermon- 
izing, on the choice of the topic and the formulating of the theme, 
on the outline and logical development of the sermon and on the 
pertinency of its introduction. Quite frequently the fact is for- 
gotten that the sermon, according to its chief objective, is to be 
a medium of teaching, that, in fact, the preaching function of the 
pastor is only one of his functions as teacher of the Church. 

This point should be remembered first of all, that also in the 
pulpit or, shall we say primarily in the pulpit? the pastor should 
regard himself as the teacher of his people. Oratory as an art 
certainly has its place in the Church, but only in the measure in 
which it contributes to the fundamental objective of the Scriptures 
and of the entire ministry, namely, to make men wise unto salvation 
by faith in Christ Jesus, to make them disciples by expounding to 
them the great facts of salvation, to teach them to observe all 
things whatsoever the Savior Himself has commanded His apostles 
and all His disciples until the end of time. For that reason the 
laws of teaching apply in the pulpit also, all seven of them, as 
defined and interpreted by Gregory in his book entitled The Seven 
Laws of Teaching. The law of the teacher states that the instructor 
in any given situation must thoroughly know the subject which 
he is to present, and this certainly applies to the ambassador of 
Christ, the watchman of Jehovah, as he points out the way of 
salvation and sanctification. The law of the learner, although 
ostensibly addressed to the pupil or hearer, bidding him attend with 
interest the lesson which is before him, addresses its strongest 
admonition to the pastor, namely, that the latter make every effort 
to produce the highest degree of concentration and absorption on 
the part of his audience. The law of the language makes it in- 
cumbent upon the preacher to speak with simplicity and clearness, 
so that his sermon will really be a vehicle of thought to every 
hearer. The law of the lesson demands that the preacher or teacher 
proceed from the known to the unknown, by adding to what has 
already been discovered or learned by the majority of the audience, 
in many instances indeed presupposing little or nothing. Neither 
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urgency of manner nor flow of oratorical phraseology will take 
the place of conveying ideas to one’s hearers. The law of the 
teaching process bids the teacher excite and direct the self. 
activities of his hearers; for the only real learning that will become 
functional is that which is done by self-activity, preferably moti- 
vated in such a way as to produce a pleasurable effect. The law 
of learning process demands that the hearer or pupil must re- 
produce in his own mind, and preferably in his own words, the 
truth which has been presented. This law is to be applied not 
only in the formal teaching situation of the children’s catechumen 
class nor in the adult-membership class only, but also when the 
man in the pulpit wants real learning to be going on in the minds 
of the members of his audience. Every attendant at our church 
services should be urged to be a seeker after truth like the Bereans 
of old. And finally, the law of review and application calls for 
constant repetition to perfect knowledge, to confirm knowledge, 
and to render such knowledge ready and useful. Hence every 
pastor should strive to emphasize all the great truths of Christianity 
at least once every year, either in connection with the pericopal 
system or by means of a pulpit program carefully balanced or 
through the spiral or concentric system, which is built up around 
a series of nuclei. In any event there will be no mere dead repeti- 
tion of facts, possibly in an uninteresting form, but there will 
always be a new approach, a definite challenge. We may have 
to travel the same streets every day, but that does not mean that 
we should do this in a mere mechanical fashion, since we make 
such changes at the intersections as will take away the deadening 
effect of a habit which has lost all semblance of deliberate moti- 
vation. All these considerations should make the pulpit a place 
of real teaching, in keeping with the example of our Lord in His 
public and private proclamation of the Word. 

It is regarded as self-evident by all writers in the field that 
the Lutheran pastor must act in the capacity of a real teacher in 
the classroom, that is, in the direct teaching agencies in which he 
himself holds the position of teacher. Here we mention the parish- 
school first, because we still regard the statement of Walther as 
fundamental for the proper indoctrination of the children of the 
Church, namely, that there should be a Christian school next to 
every Lutheran church. By the same token it has always been 
accepted as self-evident, unless prohibited by insurmountable 
obstacles, that a Lutheran pastor will be instrumental in starting 
such a school or in having it established and that he will per- 
sonally take over the task of teaching if he can at all obtain the 
credits required in the respective State. And if the pastor does 
teach in his own parish-school, it means that he will not be satisfied 
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with merely going through the motions of conducting the school 
but that he will give it the full time and energy needed to make 
it successful in every way. Regardless of the work involved, he 
ought to have enough of the spirit of adventure in his make-up 
to set up the highest ideals in his work and then to strive for 
their attainment. The same demands should be observed with 
regard to the Sunday-school, in which most pastors will be teaching 
in person, if arrangements can be made, also the Saturday-school, 
whose possibilities have evidently not yet been sufficiently ap- 
preciated, and the summer-school (vacation Bible-school). As for 
week-day religious instruction by arrangement with the public- 
school authorities, it will be possible, especially in rural and 
semirural communities, for the pastor to do some very satisfactory 
work in teaching if he keeps in mind the teaching situation, the 
curriculum and the course of study, and the objectives. In the 
cities it has been found possible to gain student vicars and parish- 
school teachers for the actual work in religious classes held during 
the week, and many communities report satisfactory progress. 
A word should be added with regard to Sunday-school teachers’ 
meetings and institutes, since these are often conducted in a make- 
shift manner, with stereotyped printed helps taking the place of 
personal guidance. Certainly a pastor who has been imbued with 
the responsibility of a personal ministry will make every effort, in 
the teaching situations which present themselves to him in the 
congregation where the Lord has placed him, to be a real teacher 
to his people. While subject-matter may and should be garnered 
everywhere, it is incumbent upon the pastor to adapt this subject- 
matter to the particular time and place where it is to be used and 
not to be cramped by the vise of standardized teaching helps. 

The Lutheran pastor should be conscious of his position as 
teacher also in other situations in which he is supposed to direct 
the thinking of members of his own flock or of others with whom 
he comes in contact in a professional capacity. We are thinking 
here in particular of the entire youth department of the Church, 
in the young people’s societies, the junior and senior divisions of 
the Walther League, and related organizations. If a pastor is at 
all conscious of his responsibilities over against his young people 
after confirmation, he is bound to take his work with them very 
seriously. Certainly no one will deny that there is an obligation 
resting upon the pastor after he has seen his catechumens safely 
through the period of their fundamental or preliminary training, 
to wit, that of superintending the building of the superstructure. 
The teaching of the junior Bible class, as has been shown else- 
where (Conc. THEOL. Montuiy, XI, 514), is not a mere matter of 
repetition of Catechism-teaching nor of lecturing at the young 
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people on the basis of some chapter or paragraph of the Bible, but 
such teaching taxes all the abilities of the pastor in the matter of 
selection of subject-matter, thorough exposition of the text, 
methods used in inducing thinking on the part of his pupils, and 
applications to be made without resorting to haranguing or 
preaching. The temptation to rely, somewhat blindly, upon printed 
orthodox Bible leaflets is especially great in the case of the busy 
pastor, but it is right here that he should prove his appreciation of 
the task laid upon him by his call, by his personal ministry. If he 
does not select his own material from the Bible and make his own 
lesson plans, he must by all means adapt and adjust the standard- 
ized lessons to fit the needs of his young people’s group. The 
same holds true with regard to the so-called topic meetings, in 
which the Bible indeed is the background also, but which move 
along more general and somewhat more informal lines. The 
teaching function of the pastor must be in evidence, preferably with 
a strong emphasis upon teaching as guidance. What holds true 
for Bible classes and topic meetings in the youth department of 
the Church finds its application also in similar groups, such as 
ladies’ aid societies, men’s clubs, voters’ meetings, altar guilds, 
Cotta guilds, Dorcas societies, mission societies, and all other or- 
ganizations in which the pastor will be regarded as the teacher 
and leader. 

But even this does not exhaust the work of the pastor as a 
teacher, since, in fact, also the indirect agencies call for the highest 
pedagogical skill. He is to function also over against the detri- 
mental influences of modern antichristian agencies, as they are 
active in the propaganda of evolutionism, Communism, Modernism, 
and other dangerous movements and philosophies. A Lutheran 
pastor must be in a position to counteract the malicious and soul- 
wrecking endeavors of such movements and philosophies, not by 
superficial generalities but by counter-arguments based upon a 
sufficiently exhaustive study to give his conclusions and judgment 
some definite weight. He may come in contact with these negative 
influences in various ways, and they may even surprise him in 
teaching situations in the very midst of his own flock; but he must 
at all times show himself the teacher, quiet, effective, sympathetic, 
convincing. This attitude must be maintained also over against 
other modern educational agencies which may and should, under 
favorable circumstances, serve constructive purposes, but all too 
often are abused in the interest of anti-Biblical propaganda, 
namely, the press and the radio. Of these “first aids to reality 
evasion,” as they have been called, a recent writer says: “Among 
these vehicles of propaganda the newspaper and the radio are in 
the van. Both are powerful and may be very dangerous. It is 
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something more than a mere impression that the press has failed 
to utilize its opportunities and to fulfil its functions. Probably the 
fourth estate reached the peak of its effectiveness and constructive- 
ness just before the turn of the century, and now it is at a low 
ebb. .. . Newspaper propaganda is a massive, insidious, and in- 
escapable method of artificial reality evasion. ... The radio is 
more modern and even more potent as a reality-evading instru- 
ment than the press. It combines the awesome mystery with the 
authority of the voice from the unknown ether. It transmits not 
only the words of the maker of propaganda but also his personality. 
We are told that television will soon be an accomplished fact. We 
await it and its propaganda-making potentialities with justifiable 
trepidation.” (Strecker, Beyond the Clinical Frontiers, 47-49.) 
These considerations will influence a faithful pastor in two direc- 
tions, namely, to direct the use of these agencies in such a way, so 
far as in him lies, that their beneficial possibilities are realized in 
an increasing measure and to counteract the vicious tendencies and 
influences of the press and the radio by a well-chosen and con- 
structive program of information and training, not by a mere 
wholesale and pointless denunciation. 

And there are still other possibilities within the scope of the 
pastor’s work as a teacher of his flock and others whom he has the 
opportunity to instruct and to guide. The so-called registration for 
the Lord’s Supper, if properly utilized, can be made a vehicle for 
both information and direction for individuals and groups, provided 
the pastor has a program and an aim in speaking to his parishioners. 
The whole field of Christian doctrine, particularly that pertaining 
to the essence and the benefit of the Holy Communion, not to 
mention the domain of Christian ethics, is here open to the pastor. 
Needless to say, the teaching situation offered in the case of sick- 
calls, of missionary visits, and even of casual contacts cannot be 
overlooked. Naturally, every faithful pastor will refrain from 
empty and meaningless formulas in all cases which belong to this 
part of his work. But there is a possibility that many pastors 
have not yet regarded such contacts as definite opportunities for 
systematic instruction and guidance. The word of the apostle 
certainly finds its application in the work of the Christian pastor: 
“Let your speech be always with grace, seasoned with salt, that 
ye may know how ye ought to answer every man,” Col.4:6. In 
this connection we raust not overlook the pastor’s duty, also as 
a teacher of his whole flock, to stimulate the interest of his 
parishioners in favor of home devotion, not only by praising its 
great blessings but also by demonstrating its possibilities as func- 
tions of the universal priesthood of the believers. 

In conclusion it may not be amiss to state that a Lutheran 
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pastor, as opportunity offers in his contacts with those who are not 
yet members of the household of faith, to “be ready always to give 
an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that 
is in you, with meekness and fear,” 1 Pet.3:15, and “earnestly to 
contend for the faith which was once delivered to the saints,” 
Jude 3. In short, the Lutheran pastor who is truly conscious of 
the scope of his calling will realize more and more that he is 
a teacher everywhere and always and will therefore make every 
effort to perfect himself more and more in the fulfilling of his 
great task. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


Fourth Sunday after Trinity 
Matt. 8:5-13 


“Without faith it is impossible to please God,” Heb. 11:6. But 
says Jesus, “All things are possible to him that believeth,” Mark 
9:23. Our text invites each one to put to himself 


The Searching Question, Have I True Faith? 
1. Why one should ask himself this question 
2. How one can know that he has true faith 


1 

a) There are those who say that they have faith but have it 
not. Such were “the children of the Kingdom” of whom Jesus 
said in our text, “They shall be cast out into outer darkness,” v. 12. 
The Jews, especially the Pharisees, prided themselves in saying 
that God was their Father (John 8:41), that they were Abraham’s 
seed (v.33) and true Israelites. But Jesus said to them, “Ye are 
of your father, the devil” (v. 44), and Paul said, “He is not a Jew 
who is one outwardly, .. . but inwardly,” Rom. 2:28, 29; 9:6-8. 
Mere church-membership and the outward performance of “wor- 
ship” does not make of man a believer, a child of God. Is. 1:10-17. 

b) There are those who have faith but are troubled to know 
whether or not they have it. They may actually be among those 
who “come from the East and the West and shall sit down with 
Abraham,” etc. (v.11); but because of their sins, their own utter 
unworthiness, their lack of that sweet feeling of being a child of 
God, their crosses and trials and tribulations, they are harassed 
with doubt concerning their Christianity; they may be on the verge 
‘ of despair. Is. 49:14-16; Ps. 73:2. 

How, then, can one know whether he has true faith? What 
are its characteristics? 
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2 


a) He who has true faith is humble, acknowledges his sinful- 
ness and utter unworthiness to receive anything good of the Lord. 
V.8; Gen. 32:10; Matt.3:11; 15:26,27; 1 Tim.1:15. 


b) He who has faith believes that Jesus is willing to help; he 
puts his trust in Christ’s Word. Vv.6,8,9; John 20:29b; Matt. 
15:21-28. Though faith may be weak; nevertheless it is true faith. 
Mark 9:17, 18, 23, 24,27. But Jesus encourages us to grow strong 
in faith; as the centurion in our text, we should say, “Speak the 
word only.” We should even under the most distressing circum- 
stances put unreserved, complete confidence in the words and 
promises of our Savior. The Word of God says: 1 John 1:7b; 
2:1, 2; 2 Cor. 5:19-21; Rom. 4:25; John 3:16, 17; Ps. 50:15; 
Matt. 6:33, 34; Rom. 8:18, 28; Heb. 12:6, 11; Gen. 50:20; all this 
we should believe, Rom. 8:31-34. The believer will not be dis- 
appointed, v. 13. 

c) He who has faith also gives evidence of his faith. Vv. 5, 6; 
Acts 16:33, 34; John 12:3. 

Have you these characteristics of faith? Then you are a true 


believer. But must not we all join the very apostles, saying, “Lord, 
increase our faith” (Luke 17:5)? J. H.C. Fritz 





Fifth Sunday after Trinity 
Luke 10:38-42 


At the home of Martha in Bethany the touching scene described 
in our text was enacted. Martha, Mary, and Lazarus were special 
friends of Christ, John 11:5. When they became disciples, we do 
not know, but we know that they were exceptionally faithful. On 
the occasion of a visit to this home Jesus taught the important 
lesson: 

One Thing Is Needful 


1. Which is that one thing? 
2. Why does it take precedence over everything else? 


1 


The one thing needful does not consist in mere outward service. 
Example: Martha. The service which she rendered must not be 
despised. Martha certainly meant well. It was no small matter. 
There was much work when Jesus and the Twelve came to visit, 
but He was always welcome. Again, there was much expense 
involved when Jesus and the Twelve came, but there was never 
a complaint. The service was cheerfully rendered. Note, too, that 
Jesus does not criticize nor condemn the service itself. He often 


34 





530 Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


visited this home and gladly accepted and appreciated the service 
rendered. However, He wanted to emphasize that such service 
is not the one thing needful. 


The one thing needful consists in the hearing and learning of 
God’s Word. Example: Mary. She sat at Jesus’ feet even as 
a pupil sits at the feet of the teacher. She was intensely interested, 
She placed herself into a position which enabled her to follow 
Christ’s teaching with rapt attention. Not a word did she want 
to miss. Nothing should disturb her or distract her attention, 
She wanted to hear Jesus. 


Christ declared that not Martha, but Mary had chosen “that 
good part,” the one thing needful. This definitely settles the matter 
and answers the question which we asked. We should remember, 
however, that this has a very positive meaning for us. This correct 
appraisal of values, correct because Christ says so, must not be 
overlooked by any of us when we must choose between hearing the 
Word and rendering outward service. 


2 


Mere outward service “cumbers,” v.40. It perplexes and 
distracts. It divides the attention upon “many things,” v.41, and 
does not permit us to focus upon the one thing needful. We pray 
in the hymn: “Distracting thoughts and cares remove.” Ii causes 
us to lose our sense of real values, for it prevents the hearing of 
the Word. Anything that causes neglect of God’s Word is too big 
a price to pay for mere outward service. 


From the example of Martha we learn that, unless the one 
thing needful is given priority, we shall be apt to criticize others. 
Martha found fault with Mary. She even sought to criticize Jesus, 
v.40. She uttered a direct complaint: “Carest Thou not?” and 
a direct demand: “Speak to her.” 

If we do not give proper prominence to hearing of the Word, 
we shall miss the comfort, support, strengthening, encouragement, 
for the soul offered in the Word. 

All earthly things are merely temporal; God’s Word is eternal. 

Jesus says: “It shall not be taken away from her.” The Savior 
wants us to keep “that good part.” He will keep it for us, 2 Tim. 
1:12. He will permit nothing to deprive us of it and nothing to 
separate us from it, Rom. 8:38, 39. 


By God’s grace let us follow Mary’s example. Such as choose 
part with Christ here will have part with Christ yonder. John 
17:27, 28; 1 John 3:2; John 17:24. Hymn 83. J. W. BEHNKEN 
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Sixth Sunday after Trinity 
John 5:19-29 

Jesus healed a man who had been sick 38 years, vv. 8,9. Since 
this happened on the Sabbath, the Jews charged Jesus with sin. 
To this, Jesus replied: “My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,” 
y.17, and they correctly understood Him to mean by this that He 
is equal with God. In consequence they sought to kill Him. All 
this afforded Jesus a welcome occasion of bearing witness. In the 
testimony concerning Himself in our text He sets forth the 
truth that 

The Son Does Whatever the Father Shows Him 
This proves 
1. His deity 2. God’s grace 


3. The certainty of the resurrection of life and of damnation 


1 


Jesus justifies His charitable work on the Sabbath by saying 
that His Father showed it to Him. By reproaching Him for His 
miracle, the Jews were accusing the Father. It is true of all the 
works of Jesus that the Father shows them to Him and that He 
does them in accordance with the Father’s will. The Father will 
show Him even greater works than this miracle of healing. Vv. 20, 
21, 25, 28,29. These tremendous works the Father shows Him, and 
He does them. Is He not therefore the omnipotent Son of God? 

Jesus names another divine work greater than the healing of 
the sick man at the pool of Bethesda, v.22. This Judgment will 
extend over every human being that has ever lived on earth, an 
innumerable multitude. Every one of them will receive his due. 
2 Cor.5:10; Acts 17:31. Does not this presuppose omniscience? 
Indeed, He is God Incarnate, Man Divine, doing whatever the 
Father shows Him. . 

The Son does what the Father shows Him. That includes the 
words which Jesus spoke. In v. 24 Jesus identifies His words with 
the words of Him that sent Him. The Father’s words are Jesus’ 
words, and the message of Jesus is the Father’s message. John 
8:28, 38; 12:49,50; 14:10. 

And, oh, what a gracious message this is! This Word gives 
eternal life, not only after death but here and now, v.24: “hath 
life”; John 3:36. Words of Jesus, being spirit and life (John 6:63), 
give life to man, so that we are no more walking corpses, physically 
alive, spiritually dead, but possess life abundantly, new thoughts, 
new outlooks, new works, new spiritual life. That is the grace of 
God given to sinful man, because the Son does whatever the 
Father showeth Him. 
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3 


From the fact that the Son does what the Father shows Him 
is evident, finally, that unbelievers will rise unto condemnation, 
the believers unto life. The Father has committed all Judgment 
unto the Son, v. 22. Acts 10:42; Matt. 25:31-46. Just as faithfully 
as Jesus performed His office as Redeemer, He will execute the 
Judgment committed to Him. Let there be no mistake about this, 
Nothing can be more certain, wherefore Jesus says: “Marvel not 
at this,” v.28. Temporal death is no escape from this Judgment, 
Man’s law does not prosecute the dead; but before Christ’s tribunal 
all must appear, and the dead will be raised up and arraigned 
before the Judge of the world. He that believeth not will be 
damned. Mark 16:16; John 12:48. Their having done evil will be 
adduced as evidence of their unbelief. Contrariwise, v. 24; Rom. 8:1, 
The good they have done will prove them to have been believers, 

These things being certain beyond a doubt, everybody had 
better adjust himself accordingly in time. Let unbelievers regard 
with terror their unbelief, which makes the Triune God a liar and 
leads to eternal torment. There still is hope even for the wicked 
if only they will hear and believe Christ’s gracious testimony. And 
let all who believe take comfort in the sufferings of this life and in 
view of death in the Lord’s assurance that they as believers, who 
do good, shall have part in the blessed resurrection of life. 
Hymn 527:7 ff. Pau. G. BrIrRKMANN 





Seventh Sunday after Trinity 


Luke 13:10-17 

Among those who were affected at all by the teaching of 
Jesus during His ministry upon earth there stand out prominently 
two distinct groups. The first accepted His message in faith 
and believed in Him as the Messiah promised of God. Such were 
the disciples whose opinion of Jesus is summed up in Peter's 
declaration: Matt. 16:16. The second group consisted of those who 
were hostile to Jesus even to the extent of voicing blasphemous 
charges against Him, John 8:48. 

A similar difference in attitude we find also in regard to 
Jesus’ miracles. Some held what is stated John 20:30, 31, but others 
declared with the Pharisees: Matt. 12:24. Our Gospel lesson, too, 
illustrates the point. We shall dwell on 


The Twofold Effect of Jesus’ Manifestation of His Divine Power 
in the Synagog 
1. The believing woman was healed and glorified God 
2. The unbelieving adversaries were offended and denounced 
Jesus 





Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 533 


1 


Jesus was teaching in a synagog, v.10. The evangelist omits 
details as to locality in order to let the important facts stand out 
in clear relief. Jesus followed the religious customs of the Jews 
of His day and regularly attended the services which were held 
on the Sabbath in their synagogs, or houses of worship. These 
synagogs, in the time after the Exile, existed along with the Temple 
and supplemented its worship. Since Jewish law required that, 
wherever ten Jews lived, a synagog had to be erected, every city 
in Palestine had at least one synagog. In the service two selections 
from the Old Testament, one from the Law of Moses, the other 
from the Prophets, were read and prayers spoken. On this 
Sabbath Jesus had been invited to address the congregation. 

While Jesus was ministering to the spiritual needs of the 
people, a woman afflicted with a severe case of curvature of the 
spine entered. The unexpectedness of her appearance is indicated 
by “behold,” v.11. She could not walk erect, v. 11, and made her 
way with great difficulty. Jesus recognized her as a “daughter of 
Abraham,” 7. e., as a believer, who was plagued by Satan, v. 16. 
Compassion filled Jesus’ heart. Even without any request on her 
part He proceeded to help her, v.12. A few words and a mere 
touch by His omnipotent hands effected the cure, v. 13. 

What a great blessing this was for the woman. What she had 
suffered during the preceding eighteen years only one similarly 
afflicted can fully appreciate. But along with the physical relief 
she also enjoyed a spiritual gain. She recognized God’s work in 
the cure. In the course of years she had tried whatever cures 
were available and found them ineffective. God alone could help 
her. Now that He had helped her, her faith was strengthened 
and her heart flowed over with gratitude toward Him. She “glori- 
fied God,” illustrating Matt. 12:34b. A blessed woman. 

This woman is an example for us. The Jesus that helped her 
also helps us today. He is ever present with us, Matt. 28:20 b, and 
sees our needs and troubles. How often has His help become mani- 
fest in our lives. Are we always conscious of God’s demand 
Ps.50:15b after experiencing His aid? Our sentiment should be 
Hymn 62:1. 

. 2 

The other person who particularly engages our attention in 
the Gospel-lesson is the ruler of the synagog, v. 14. This man was 
the chief one of the officials appointed to arrange the services in 
the synagog and to see to it that proper decorum was observed 
in them. His position was one of honor, and he was elected to it 
on the strength of his religious knowledge. He was therefore well 
versed in the Old Testament Scriptures. That he had a high 
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opinion of Jesus is evidenced by the fact that he invited Him to 
speak in the synagog of which he had charge. Perhaps he was 
impressed as were others, Luke 4:32; Matt. 7:29; John 7:46. 

Whatever good opinion the ruler of the synagog may have had 
of Jesus was shattered by the healing of the woman. Jesus’ com- 
passionate act highly incensed him, so that he loudly denounced 
the people for coming on the Sabbath to be healed, v. 14. Although 
these words were directed to the audience, they were meant for 
Jesus. They charged Him with violating the Third Commandment 
by performing a forbidden task on the day set aside by God for 
rest. God’s Law in the matter was very simple, but the scribes 
had added countless unauthorized restrictions to it, according 
to which Jesus was doing something unlawful when He healed 
on the Sabbath. Hence the offense that was taken. Unhappy man 
to be offended by the Savior! 

It was not the first time that the question of the proper 
observance of the Sabbath had been in dispute between Jesus and 
His adversaries. Cf. Matt. 12:1-8. The ruler of the synagog like- 
wise could have concluded from the miracle that he was dealing 
with one who was “Lord even of the Sabbath day.” But Jesus 
deals with him on the basis of the Old Testament, whose authority 
he recognized, v. 15. It is a clear and convincing argument from 
the less to the more important. Since all these facts were known 
to the ruler of the synagog, his denunciation of Jesus was contrary 
to his better knowledge. Hence the awful epithet “hypocrite.” 
A call to repentance. 

The miracle which our Lord intended also for the spiritual 
benefit of the ruler of the synagog failed to achieve its purpose. 
Of him and those that shared his view we hear only v. 17a. A far 
cry from believing in Jesus. 

Unfortunately there are also churches today which lay emphasis 
on the man-made accretions to the Gospel, so that their members 
are offended when they hear the pure Gospel of the grace in 
Christ Jesus. May our Lord ever keep our Church free from 
such disastrous error! G. V. Scuick 
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Faith Counted for Righteousness 


In the following communication from a pastoral conference occur 
several questions on an important subject that might be of interest to 
our readers. We pass them on for further study by individual pastors 
and groups of pastors. The letter, quoted in part only, reads: “In 
Rom. 4:3 we are told that Abraham believed God, and it was counted 
unto him for righteousness. In our discussion of this chapter the question 
arose: ‘Just whut was counted unto Abraham for righteousness?’ In 
your Christian Dogmatics you write: ‘Faith does not justify and save 
either as a good quality (nova qualitas) or as a good work (opus per se 
dignum) or as a gift of God (donum Spiritus Sancti) or as a source of 
good works in us, but alone as the receiving means (Sgyavov Anxtixdv), 
by which man, who in himself is ungodly, appropriates to himself the 
grace of God and the merits of Christ through implicit trust in the 
promise of the Gospel. In short, faith justifies solely by virtue of its 
object, which is Jesus Christ, the Crucified, Gal. 2:16; 1 Cor. 2:2. 
(Cf. Christian Dogmatics, p. 244.) We believe this to be true. It is the 
teaching of Luther and of our dogmaticians, including our sainted 
Dr. F. Pieper (Christliche Dogmatik, pp. 481 ff.), not to mention our Con- 
fessions, which speak very clearly and distinctly on this point. We 
realize, too, that right here we are fighting our main battle against Roman 
Catholic work-righteousness, so that there can be no other doctrine 
quite as important as this. Nevertheless, how can we Lutherans prove 
to Roman Catholics that Rom. 4:3 does not teach their doctrine, that is, 
that ‘faith does save as an opus per se dignum’? Does not the text seem 
to support the papistic conception? Must not the ordinary student of the 
Bible who reads this passage understand it in this manner: ‘By his very 
act of believing’ (i.e., by this good work) ‘Abraham so greatly pleased 
God that this opus excellentissimum was counted unto him for righteous- 
ness; in other words, that Abraham was counted righteous because of 
his opus per se dignum’? In your Christian Dogmatics you go on to say: 
‘This truth’ (that faith saves only as the receiving means) ‘Scripture 
teaches clearly by placing faith in opposition to works whenever it de- 
scribes the way in which the sinner is justified, Rom.4:5; Eph. 2:8, 9.’ 
(Ibid.) But could not a Roman Catholic or a Romanizing Protestant 
reply: ‘Even if these passages should exclude ordinary good works, they 
certainly do not exclude the good work of believing God’? In short, we 
are somewhat perplexed by the Biblical declaration that Abraham’s faith 
was counted unto him for righteousness. Will you kindly give us the 
correct exegesis of this passage, and this in such a way that our Lutheran 
interpretation must convince a Romanist?” So far the request for an 
opinion on Rom. 4:3. 

It is obvious that Rom. 4:3 only repeats Gen. 15:6, though it does not 
quote the Hebrew original literally but rather follows the LXX: Kai 
éxiotevoev "ABgadun tH dep, xal gdoyiodn adtH sic Sixovoctvnv. The 
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Hebrew text reads: “And he [Abram] put his trust ("2NT) in Jehovah, 
and He [Jehovah] imputed it to him for righteousness.” The Latin 
version renders the Hebrew accurately: “Credidit itaque ille in Iehovah, 
qui imputavit hoc ipsi iustitiam.” Luther’s translation is equally correct: 
“Abram glaubte dem HErrn, und das rechnete er ihm zur Gerechtigkeit.” 
This greater directness of expression in the original, that is, in the 
Genesis passage, makes the fact of the imputation more emphatic. The 
imputing was not done in a general, indefinite way, but the same Lord 
who gave the promise to Abraham imputed Abraham’s trust in His 
promise unto him for righteousness. Our Authorized Version, in Gen. 
15:6, is as accurate as is Luther’s: “And he believed in the Lord; and 
He counted it to him for righteousness.” In Rom. 4:3, then, the sense is 
the same, but the personal directness of the original is lacking. This 
fact deserves notice. 

The question, however, remains: “Just what did God count or im- 
pute to Abraham for righteousness?” The promise, recorded in Gen. 15:5, 
reads: “So shall thy seed be,” i.e., as numerous as the stars in the 
heavens. To Abraham, complaining that the Lord had granted him no 
heir, the promise of innumerable descendants was given; and Abra- 
ham’s faith in that promise was indeed amazing. In Rom. 4:18 St. Paul 
describes its superb greatness thus: “Who against hope in hope believed 
that he might become the father of many nations, according to that which 
was spoken, So shall thy seed be.” Abraham believed in hope, when 
apparently there was nothing to hope for, since God seemingly did not 
care to fulfil His promise. Yet he believed the unbelievable upon the 
ground of the very promise. 

However, the promise of innumerable descendants must not be 
understood in an earthly manner of bodily descendants, but in a spiritual 
way. St.Paul argues this point when in another passage he writes: 
“Neither, because they are the [physical] seed of Abraham, are they all 
children; but, In Isaac shall thy seed be called. That is, they which 
are the children of the flesh, these are not the children of God; but 
the children of the promise are counted for the seed,’ Rom. 9:7, 8. 
According to this divine and infallible interpretation of the promise 
(given by divine inspiration), when God promised Abraham descendants 
as innumerable as are the stars in the heavens, He had in mind, not the 
*IogaiA xata odexa, but the uncounted spiritual children of Abraham, 
i. e., all true believers (the communio sanctorum), who trust in the divine 
Gospel-promise as Abraham (their type and pattern) trusted in the 
promise made to him. In Gal. 4:28 St. Paul says still more directly: 
“Now we, brethren (i.e., we believers in Christ), as Isaac was, are the 
[Abraham’s] children of promise.” The seed, then, are the *IogamA 
xata xvetpa, the spiritual Israel. 

However, the promise made to Abraham according to Gen. 15:5 im- 
plied still more, because the “seed,” which properly meant the spiritual 
Israel, were to have as their chief representative and head the “Seed of 
the Woman” (Gen.3:15), or the Messiah. In Gen. 22:17 the promise of 
Gen. 15:5 is reiterated in an enlarged and more pointed way; for in that 
passage there is added to it the special promise: “And in thy Seed shall 
all the nations of the earth be blessed,” v.18. That the Seed referred 
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to in this passage is Christ, St.Paul tells us in unmistakable terms in 
Gal. 3:16, where he writes: “Now, to Abraham and his seed were the 
promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one, 
And to thy Seed, which is Christ.” Hence the Seed, in sensu speciali, 
in whom all nations of the earth were to be blessed, was the Savior 
Himself; and Abraham’s faith was so very wondrous because he, against 
hope, in hope believed that from him should come the promised Messiah, 
despite the fact that even in his old age he had no son. Gal.3:16 thus 
gives us the clue to the correct understanding of Gen. 15:5 and Rom. 4:3. 
How so? 

When Abraham believed in Christ, he believed in the blessing which 
Christ was to bring to him and all his sinful descendants, as also, of 
course, to all the nations of the earth. As all the nations of the earth 
were to be blessed in the Messiah, so Abraham himself, the “father of 
all believers in Christ.” As suggested before, the Messianic blessing, of 
course, was not to be earthly but spiritual; and as such it had a definite 
spiritual content. The Savior was to bring to the world (to speak in 
the words of Luther) forgiveness of sins, life, and salvation. This is 
clear already from the protevangel, Gen.3:15; and it becomes increas- 
ingly clear in the greater light of the ever more lucid Messianic predic- 
tions of the later prophets, especially of Isaiah (cf. chap.53). Above all, 
it becomes clear as we study Rom. 4:6,7, a passage which tells us in so 
many undeniable words that the Messianic blessing is that of forgiveness 
of sins. The words read: “Even as David also describeth the blessedness 
of the man unto whom God imputeth righteousness without works, 
saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven and whose sins 
are covered.” Positively, the Lord imputes to the believer the righteous- 
ness of Christ; negatively, he covers, or forgives, his sins. But the 
imputation of righteousness and the covering, or forgiving, of sins are 
interchangeable terms. Both describe the same act of justification; both 
coincide. When God forgives sin through faith in Christ, He also im- 
putes to the believer Christ’s righteousness. This we say in passing. 
But what the passage just quoted proves beyond all doubt is that the 
spiritual blessing of the Messiah was forgiveness of sins, life, and salva- 
tion, or we may say, the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, secured 
by His active and passive obedience. We are aware that we are here 
speaking in New Testament terms; but the terms are given us by the 
Holy Spirit Himself. 

In what, then, did Abraham believe? We answer: “In the content 
of the promise, in the salvation, the righteousness of Christ.” Abraham 
did not rely for salvation on the righteousness of his works; he trusted 
in the blessing of the Messiah, the righteousness of Christ, to save him. 
Not incipient righteousness, but the imputed righteousness of the Savior 
was the ground of his hope. This is the explanation which God Himself 
gives us of Abraham’s faith and justification. 

In the light of all this we can readily understand the statement that 
God counted Abraham’s faith unto him for righteousness. From what 
we have learned above this statement involves a figure of speech, namely, 
a metonymy, the thing acquiring being used for the thing acquired, the 
cause for the effect; faith standing for what faith obtains, namely, for- 
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giveness of sins, life, and salvation, or, to express it in our accustomed 
way, for Chrit’s imputed righteousness. What was counted unto 
Abraham for righteousness was the Messiah’s spiritual blessing, which 
Abraham’s faith secured as the medium Annxtixdv — the owtyoia, Christ’s 
free and full salvation. Abraham’s faith, therefore, did not justify him 
as a good work but merely as the hand which he reached out to receive 
the blessing of the Gospel-promise which God offered and conveyed to 
him in Christ Jesus. His was truly an actio passiva, a passive act, a re- 
ceiving by God’s grace of what divine grace proffered him in the Mes- 
sianic promise. Hence, to contend that Rom.4:4,5 excludes ordinary 
good works but not the “good work” of believing God, means to ignore 
the very punctum saliens of the apostle’s whole argumentation, namely, 
that Abraham’s believing was not a working in the Semi-Pelagian, or 
Arminian, sense, not a meritorious act per se, but merely the acceptio 
seu apprehensio meriti Christi. Abraham’s faith, of course, was a good 
work inasmuch as it was engendered in him by the Holy Ghost. It was 
a most praiseworthy obedience to the Gospel, and as such acknowledged 
by God Himself in Gen. 22:18 (“Because thou hast obeyed My voice”). 
But it did not save Abraham as a good work or as an act of obedience 
on his part, but only because it (as a hand reached out) received the 
blessing of the promise. Roman Catholic exegetes, who insist that Abra- 
ham’s faith justified him qua bona qualitas, violate the clear words of 
the text and, besides, ignore the very core of this precious Gospel- 
message, just as they always commingle Law and Gospel in the interest 
of their work-righteousness. If St.Paul in Rom. 4:3 would have meant 
to teach that faith saves as a good work, he could not have written 
Rom. 3:20-28. The sequence of his argumentation proves that he quotes 
Rom. 4:3 ff. only in support of Rom. 3:20 ff., or to show that God always 
saves sola fide, sine operibus, in the Old Testament no less than in 
the New. 

That orthodox Lutheran and other Protestant theologians have always 
understood Abraham’s faith as a mere receiving of the blessing (“ein 
blosses Hinnehmen der angebotenen Gnade”) really requires no further 
proof. According to them, Abraham was justified not propter fidem but 
per fidem, not because of his faith but by faith, though he was justified 
propter Christum and not merely per Christum, which also papistic theo- 
logians are willing to accept. In other words, Abraham was justified 
not by the vis operativa of faith (i.e., faith’s renewing power; this 
against the papistic doctrine of fides formata caritate), but by its vis 
receptiva, by which faith is an organon mendici, quo meritum Christi 
apprehenditur. Luthardt, who, under two heads (“Glaube,” “Recht- 
fertigung”; cf. Kompendium der Dogmatik, 13th edition, by Jelke, 
pp. 394 ff.), quotes our Lutheran dogmaticians very copiously on the 
nature of justifying faith, writes among other pertinent things on this 
point: “Scripture never says: faith justifies, but only: by faith (xiote1) 
we are justified (therefore per fidem). Therefore the expression Fides 
iustificat is used only quia eius intutitu Deus nos iustos reputat, sive 
quia fides (non sua quidem sed meriti Christi dignitate) Deum movet, 
ut nos iustificet (“faith justifies only because, in view of it, God declares 
us righteous or because faith moves God to justify us, yet not indeed 
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by the dignity of its own merit, but by that of Christ”). Then follows 
his striking verdict on Rom. 4:3: “Und wenn es heisst: der Glaube wird 
zur Gerechtigkeit gerechnet, so ist das wegen seines Inhalts gemeint, 
den er sich aneignet (and if it is said that faith is counted unto right- 
eousness, that is to be understood in view of its content [its blessing], 
which it appropriates unto itself).” (Cf. Kompendium, p. 414.) 

Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown’s Critical and Explanatory Commen- 
tary offers the following fine explanation on Rom. 4:3: “Romish expositors 
and Arminian Protestants make this to mean that God accepted Abra- 
ham’s act of believing as a substitute for complete obedience. But this is 
at variance with the whole spirit and letter of the apostle’s teaching. 
Throughout this whole argument, faith is set in direct opposition to works 
in the matter of justification— and even in the next two verses. The 
meaning, therefore, cannot possibly be that the mere act of believing — 
which is as much a work as any other piece of commanded duty (John 
6:29; 1John 3:23)*— was counted to Abraham for all-obedience. The 
meaning plainly is that Abraham believed in the promises which em- 
braced Christ (Gen.12:3; 15:5, etc.), as we believe in Christ Himself; 
and in both cases faith is merely the instrument that puts us in possession 
of the blessing gratuitously bestowed.” (Italics our own.) 

Dr. F. Pieper’s exposition on this point is so well known and so easily 
accessible to all that we need not quote him here. But Dr. George 
Stoeckhardt, whose excellent Roemerbrief is not used as much as it 
should be, deserves particular mention on this point, since he fairly 
exhausts the subject from an exegetical point of view. After having 
quoted Cremer as saying: “It is substantially the same whether Scrip- 
ture says that Abraham’s faith was counted unto him for righteousness 
or that Abraham was justified by faith,’ he continues in his impressive, 
clear-cut modus scribendi thus: “What we remarked above concerning 
the verdict of justification [namely] that this is not a mere fiction, not 
a vain imagination, but that it has a fundamentum in re (faith rests 
upon a foundation), we must remember also at this point. It was not an 
arbitrary act of God, when He counted Abraham’s faith for righteousness. 
It [therefore] remains for us to discuss the question why and in what 
respect faith was counted unto Abraham for righteousness. Tholuck, 
Olshausen, Neander, and others find the reason for this in the ethical 
value, the moral qualification of Abraham’s faith. His attitude, so 
pleasing to God, his implicit trust in the Lord, God [according to their 
opinion] received as a perfect fulfilling of the Law. It is their meaning 
that Abraham’s faith is similar to that of Christians, not with respect to 
its content, but only as regards its [ethical] qualification. So also Weiss, 
and even Keil, who remarks, relative to Gen.15:6: ‘This righteousness 
Abraham obtained through his unqualified trust in the Lord, his un- 
doubting faith in His promise, and his willing obedience to God’s Word.’ 
[Italics our own, to show where Keil is wrong.] Against this view 
Philippi rightly protests with great vehemence: ‘If faith had justified 
Abraham, in Paul’s opinion, as such a subjective sentiment, as such 


_ * This is true only if rightly understood; for faith, properly speaking, 
is not obedience to the Law but to the Gospel. 
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a spiritual good conduct, as such a God-pleasing virtue, the apostle 
would have dealt his doctrine of justification [by faith] a death-blow; 
for, as we have learned, faith, according to his doctrine, does not justify 
a person before God by reason of its subjective qualification (which state- 
ment must be regarded as a relapse into legalism), but faith justifies 
a person because of its object and content [italics our own], which is 
none other than Christ, or God’s sin-forgiving grace in Christ. Also 
Abraham knew, and embraced by faith, the promise of this grace, and 
faith as such was counted unto him for righteousness.’ Delitzsch is in 
substantial agreement with this [for he writes]: ‘Not any external legal 
work but faith justified Abraham (then still uncircumcised) before God— 
[and this is] a pre-Christian testimony of Scripture that a person does 
not secure righteousness, valid before God, by way of the Law, but by 
way of the divine promise which offers him salvation, and that this 
righteousness is not at all self-wrought, but is substantially righteous- 
ness imputed by faith, which apprehends the salvation that is proffered 
in Christ. Also the promise which was here proclaimed to Abraham had 
Christ for its object (as Hunnius remarks: sub innumerabili illa posteri- 
tate latebat Christus; “among that innumerable posterity [of Abraham] 
Christ was latent”); and the faith by which he received the promise 
was faith in the promised Seed; and Jehovah, in whom Abraham be- 
lieved, was God, the Savior.’ Also Meyer emphasizes the fact that the 
justifying power and efficacy of Abraham’s faith depended not on its 
subjective [ethical] qualification but on its content [object]. This is not 
a ‘dogmatic’ exposition or eisegesis. The text itself declares this. In 
Gen. 15:6 the emphasis rests upon the fact that Abraham trusted God 
for that very thing which God had spoken to him, had promised him. 
The meaning is not that Abraham believed in God in general, or that 
he believed in, and obeyed, the Word of God, but that he believed the 
promise [made to him], that was counted to him for righteousness. Luther 
remarks on Gen.15:6: ‘Here we are told clearly and distinctly what faith 
does and accomplishes by itself alone and not with what virtues or 
works it is encompassed and adorned. Faith by itself alone apprehends 
the promise, believes the promise of God, and whenever God offers and 
gives to it anything, it reaches out its hand for it and receives it. Such 
is solely faith’s proper work.’ But the content of the promise which 
Abraham had heard was Christ. The remark that ‘among that in- 
numerable posterity Christ was latent’ is true. By the one Seed— 
Christ — Abraham was to have innumerable seed out of all nations. By 
the one Seed — Christ — the blessing should come upon all nations. And 
this blessing, according to the protevangel, Gen. 3:15, was to consist 
essentially in the redemption from the power of the devil, from sin and 
death. In and with this promise Abraham apprehended by faith the 
coming Christ and salvation in Christ. And just this faith, which had 
this content, was counted to him for righteousness. The freedom from 
sin, which was to be procured by Christ, the righteousness [of Christ], 
which he appropriated unto himself by faith, was counted unto him by 
God for his own righteousness.” (Stoeckhardt, Roemerbrief, pp. 179—181.) 

Whether or not this clear and convincing testimony of “so great 
a cloud of witnesses” (cf. Heb.12:1) will persuade a Roman Catholic to 
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believe that justifying faith is no more than a recipere Christum is, of 
course, another matter. Pharaoh was not convinced of the divine truth, 
even though Egypt was smitten by the Lord with ten plagues. Nor did 
the rich and varied testimony of the Reformers convince the Roman 
Catholic Church which, qua ecclesia, hardened itself against the clearly 
attested Gospel truth when in the Canons of the Council of Trent it 
once for all decreed: “Si quis dixerit, sola fide impium iustificari . 

anathema sit. Si quis dixerit, fidem iustificantem nihil aliud esse quam 
fiduciam divinae misericordiae, peccata remittentis propter Christum, vel 
eam fiduciam solam esse, qua iustificamur, anathema sit.” (Sess. VL, 
Can. IX, XII.) Wherever the Gospel is being preached, the mystery is 
perceived of which the Formula of Concord speaks, namely, “that one is 
hardened, blinded, given over to a reprobate mind, while another, who 
is indeed in the same guilt, is converted again.” (Art. XI,57; Triglot, 
p. 1081.) But no matter what course men may take, it is ours to proclaim 
the Gospel in its full truth and sweet purity, and to this belongs also 
that we preserve the pure Scripture conception of faith and justification 
ana that we warn men against commingling at this point divine grace 
and human merit. Certainly, God’s elect always speak the same language 
of sola gratia, as did Anselm of Canterbury in his famous pastoral advice 
to the dying: “Age ergo, dum superest in te anima [ei semper gratias]; 
in hac sola morte totam fiduciam tuam constitue, in nulla alia re fiduciam 
habens. Huic morte te totum committe, hac sola te totum contege, hac 
morte te totum involve.” Or as did Catherine of Sienna, whose dying 
prayer was: “Lord, Thou callest me, and I come, not upon my merit but 
solely by Thy mercy, which I adore in Thy blood. ... Thy blood... 
Thy blood!” (Cf. Luthardt, Kompendium, p.408.) She desired to be 
saved “per sola grazia e misericordia.” Both Anselm and Catherine lived 
when the Reformation with its reviving, illuminating Gospel witness 
was not yet; and still they definitely perceived the sola fide teaching 
of St. Paul. J. THEODORE MvuELLER 


Origin of the Church of England 


The Living Church, the mouthpiece for the conservative branch of 
the Protestant Episcopal Church in our country, takes cognizance of 
a little newspaper tilt on the question how the Church of England came 
into being. We herewith reprint the editorial: 

“Hearst versus History. Many readers have urged us to reply to the 
letter from Dudley Field Malone to William Randolph Hearst, published 
in Mr. Hearst’s column ‘In the News’ in his chain of papers from coast 
to coast early this month. In that letter Mr. Malone discusses what he 
terms ‘the well-known fact that the Church of England was founded in 
order to secure for Henry VIII the divorce from Catharine of Aragon, 
which the Catholic Church refused him. To bolster up his case, 
Mr. Malone quotes what he terms ‘the cold, colorless account of 
Henry VIII’s reign’ from the International Encyclopedia, together with 
a very carefully picked paragraph from the Encyclopedia Britannica. 

“To try to counter the influence of the Hearst press, which reaches 
millions of readers, with an editorial in a church-paper having a circula- 
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tion of 12,000 seems rather futile, particularly as both Mr. Hearst and 
Mr. Malone are recognized as controversialists rather than historians, 
The historical record is clear for those who are not blinded by invincible 
ignorance, and there would be no value in rehashing the controversy in 
our editorial columns. 

“We categorically deny that the Church of England was founded by 
Henry VIII or by any of the other English monarchs to which its founda- 
tion is variously ascribed by Roman Catholic controversialists. We 
further deny that the thoroughly reprehensible Henry’s ‘divorce’ was the 
cause of the Reformation in England. Those canards have been dis- 
proved so often and so conclusively that even Mr. Hearst and Mr. Malone 
must be aware that they have worn pretty thin even for controversial 
purposes. 

“The Rev. Henry E. Olivier, honorary canon of Canterbury and 
examining chaplain to the Bishop of Ely, has thus evaluated the 
oft-repeated slander now given new circulation by Mr. Malone and 
Mr. Hearst: 

“Tt is natural that those who want to discredit the Reformation 
should endeavor to describe it as the result of bedchamber intrigues in 
the royal palace. But the student of history knows that all revolutions, 
whether civil or ecclesiastical, are brought about by a long-drawn-out 
succession of insurrectionary impulses. No one would be such a fool 
as to say that the cause of the French Revolution was Marie Antoinette’s 
“diamond necklace” incident; but it was that scandal which brought the 
antidynastic feeling in France to boiling point. And the historian regards 
Henry VIII's matrimonial irregularities in much the same light, as the 
immediate occasion of the repudiation of papal authority; but the real 
cause was something of much deeper significance: it was the assertion 
of a claim to independence on the part of the Church of England, which 
had been a fundamental note of her Catholicism from the first.’ (What 
Happened at the Reformation, by Henry E. Olivier, Morehouse Publish- 
ing Co., 1928, page 13.) 

“Mr. Hearst has been subjecting his long-suffering readers to a great 
deal of more or less accurate history in his column, all of it taken over 
uncritically from secondary sources. No one questions his right to use 
the front pages of the papers that he owns for that purpose, but it is 
reasonable to expect him to use some care in permitting his columns 
to be used for attack on the Church of two million Americans, many of 
whom are subscribers to, and advertisers in, his publications.” 

To us it is evident that through the work of Tyndale and other 
noble witnesses of Christ the old Gospel had been brought to the 
English people before Henry VIII divorced his lawful wife. It cannot be 
denied, however, that this monarch used the antagonism which had 
arisen in his kingdom against Rome to further his unscriptural matri- 
monial ventures. A. 
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The Origin of the Norwegian Synod. — In the Norwegian Synod, one 
of our sister synods in the Synodical Conference, preparations are being 
made for a proper observance of its ninetieth anniversary. One of its 
former presidents, the Rev. Chr. Anderson, in the Lutheran Sentinel sub- 
mits these interesting paragraphs on the early history of his Church: 

When the Norwegian Synod was organized in 1853, the following 
seven pastors were in active service: A. C. Preus, H. A. Preus, C. L. 
Clausen, H. A. Stub, J. A. O. Ottesen, N. Brandt, and G. F. Dietrichson. 
A total of 38 congregations was served by these pastors, 3 in Illinois, 
4 in Iowa, and 31 in Wisconsin. At the time of the organization of the 
Synod 17 of these congregations had formally accepted the constitution. 
Most of the others, however, formally joined the Synod later on. 


Shortly after the organization meeting in 1853 Rev. V. Koren arrived 
from Norway and tcok up his work in Iowa, being the first resident 
pastor of our Synod west of the Mississippi. In 1854 Pastor O.T. Duus 
was added to the roster. In 1855 J.Storm Munch was added. At the 
meeting at Coon Prairie, Wis., in 1859, the following six pastors were 
accepted as members of the Synod: P. Brodahl, C. F. Magelssen, Laur. 
Larsen, F. C. Clausen, N. E. Jensen, and B. J. Muus. In the mean time 
Pastors Munch, Dietrichson, and Duus had returned to Norway, and 
Pastor C.L. Clausen was no longer in active service, so that there were 
altogether 12 pastors. Up to the synodical convention in 1859, 51 con- 
gregations had formally joined the Synod. 


During these years extensive work was carried on in the Home 
Mission field. They had no mission board to direct this work. Though 
these pioneer pastors served a number of congregations, some of them 
as many as ten or more, congregations which often were scattered and 
long distances apart, they felt that they had to take time to visit new 
settlements which were established from time to time and organize the 
work as far as it was possible. This work was usually attended with 
great difficulties, as roads and means of transportation were very primi- 
tive. Their physical strength was taxed to the limit; but it was a great 
encouragement to them that their work was greatly appreciated by those 
to whom they ministered. They sometimes came to places where the 
people for years had not enjoyed the privilege of having the Gospel 
preached and the Sacraments administered. When the pastor paid them 
his first visit, it was an event long to be remembered. 

In this way new congregations were organized every year. Strong 
appeals were made to pastors and theological candidates in Norway to 
come and take up work in these constantly growing mission-fields. A few 
came in response to these appeals, but not by far enough to supply the 
needs. It could not be expected that the overburdened pastors would 
be able to do thorough work under these circumstances; but they 
continued diligently and faithfully to minister to the spiritual needs of 
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thousands of hungry souls, hoping that the time would soon come when 
the crying need for workers would be met, at least in part, by the men 
who were being trained at the theological seminary of our brethren in 
the Missouri Synod. A. 

“This Union Epidemic.”— This is the heading of a brief article 
written by Pastor E.E.Zellmer of Sterling, Colo., and published in the 
Lutheran Standard. Inasmuch as it is somewhat of a counterblast to 
some of the unionistic utterances which have lately appeared in the 
Standard, we insert it here. When the author says, “As I see it, we, 
the American Lutheran Church and American Lutheran Conference, are 
a kind of bridge or central ground upon which the other two may meet 
with us,” he undoubtedly is sincere and believes that we of the Mis- 
souri Synod are going too far on the right while the U.L.C.A. is going 
too far on the left. We do not agree with him. In an earnest doctrinal 
discussion of all issues involved we trust he would see that we have not 
overemphasized certain truths or made Lutheranism too narrow a thing. 
We commend him, however, for uttering a note of warning with respect 
to the “union epidemic” and hope his words will be heeded. 

“Our democracy grants us various privileges, among which is free- 
dom of speech. As this also applies in our religious life and church, 
I feel constrained to express my views and fears on this ‘unity’ question 
which has been introduced in the columns of the Lutheran Standard. 

“As long as I have been in the ministry, I have not only wished 
and prayed for a Lutheran unity but have tried to contribute my part 
towards its consummation; yet through all this I have never wanted 
a manufactured union or a union built upon sentimental ideals or a 
plebiscite union, because such unions are not unity. Although we will 
never reach a complete agreement in all matters of religion here on 
earth, yet to walk together in unity does demand an agreement in the 
fundamentals in Scripture. 

“It is true that many go beyond the limit in their demands for the 
establishment of a Lutheran unity; but if I were to choose, I would 
prefer this attitude to the attitude of those who apparently would ignore 
things precious and sacred for the sake of an external union. Esau once 
made this dreadful mistake when he sold his birthright for a mess 
of pottage. 

“When I read the expressions of some of our brethren on this 
subject in the Lutheran Standard, I ask myself, Whither are we bound? 
Has the union epidemic also affected us to the extent that we are ready, 
even now, to go beyond our Lutheran Church and fellowship with any 
individual or denomination that accepts Jesus Christ as the Savior? 
Simply to confess that Jesus is the Savior of the world is not enough 
for a Lutheran Christian; for he knows churches that claim a unity upon 
such a basis, but where scarcely two agree on doctrinal interpretations 
of Scripture unless such interpretations are of a liberalistic nature. 
Are we in the American Lutheran Church or in the American Lutheran 
Conference so hard pressed that our existence or future usefulness 
depends on a union with the other two Lutheran bodies? As I see it, 
we, the American Lutheran Church and American Lutheran Conference, 
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are a kind of bridge or central ground upon which the other two may 
meet with us. Would it not be wisest and most charitable to remain 
here until this meeting is effected in God’s own way? We have made 
appreciable progress in the past two years toward this end wherever 
there was a Christian will to cooperate. Good and lasting things do not 
come easily or quickly. Let us stand our ground, avoiding all unneces- 
sary obstacles on the one side and making no unscriptural concessions 
on the other.” A. 


The Book of Job and the Problem of Suffering. — This is the heading 
of a very helpful article, appearing in the Lutheran Church Quarterly 
(January, 1941). There are a number of things in the essay with which 
this writer cannot agree, as, for example, when it is said that the Book 
of Job was written at a late time in Israel’s history when men, because 
of the destruction of the Temple, the deportations, the failures of certain 
prophecies concerning the permanency of Jerusalem, the unanswered 
prayers of Jeremiah, the affliction of the pious, challenged the theology 
of the day and began to question the inseparability of piety and pros- 
perity. This is spoken in the vein of liberal Bible criticism. The ancient 
tradition, quoted by Chemnitz in his Examen, that Moses, having heard 
the story of Job in the desert, wrote it to comfort the Israelites in their 
tribulation in Egypt, is still defended by believing scholars and has much 
in its favor to commend it even today, though Biblical scholars usually 
assign it to the Solomonic period. The problem concerning the suffering 
of the righteous is certainly as old as the first day when such suffering 
occurred and was no doubt considered by Jacob when his pious son 
was taken from him, as by Joseph himself when he was sold into Egypt 
and there cast into prison because of his integrity. Nevertheless, the 
fine analysis of the Book of Job and its major problem, presented in the 
article, makes it worthy of careful study. Job, having been severely 
afflicted by God, is visited by three comforters, who in their well-meaning 
way desire to argue him into repentance because of some great trans~ 
gression which must have brought upon him this almost unbearable 
punishment. Against this line of argument Job maintains his integrity, 
though he freely admits his imperfection and failings, God alone being 
absolutely perfect; and so from the condemnation of his friends he 
appeals to God Himself for an equitable decision of his case. When the 
three comforters have been silenced, Elihu speaks, showing the educative 
value of suffering. “Suffering enriches life, opens up our springs of 
compassion, gives us the power to endure and to comfort, provides a new 
and larger vision of God. It unites us to God [of course, by enduring 
faith only], as nothing else can unite us.” After Elihu, God Himself 
speaks, and though He does not answer the questions of Job and there- 
fore does not solve the problem of suffering, “He reveals His providence 
in the heavens and on earth, His kindness toward the wild beasts, 
and His care for the ‘noblest of His creatures.’” “The final word is that 
God is Love.” “In all his sufferings Job must learn that God was near.” 
In his conclusion the writer suggests that the solution to the problem of 
suffering comes, if at all, not in the Old Testament but in the New, and 
he refers the reader to G. Campbell Morgan’s little book The Answers of 


35 
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Jesus to Job. Very appealing, too, is his quotation from the British, 
Weekly, which presents this climax: “And if out of that appalling evil 
[Christ’s crucifixion] this supreme blessing [conquefing human sin] is 
coming, . . . I will believe in the hidden good of my own suffering, 
moreover, that wherever suffering is, there God is, sharing it all, even 
the consequences of our own sin, that He may redeem us from it.” 
We wish to underscore this truth that we Christians must view all our 
sufferings in the light of the cross of Calvary where divine love shines 
in its perfect splendor. 

There is, however, one important point which the article, helpful as 
it is, does not touch upon, a point which St. Paul brings into full view 
in Rom. 11:33-36: “How unsearchable are His judgments and His ways 
past finding out! For of Him and through Him and to Him are all 
things: to whom be glory forever!” Is not this really the focal point 
in the two magnificent discourses of God? The writer says: “Strangely 
enough, the questions of Job are not answered. Instead of answering 
Job’s questions, God buries Job beneath an avalanche of new questions.” 
But is not the reason for this very act of God the fact that His judgments 
are unsearchable and His ways past finding out? We personally believe 
that this is the chief lesson which God meant to teach Job, though 
actually there was sustaining consolation in the revelation of His provi- 
dential care. We have indeed much new comforting revelation in the 
New Testament regarding the suffering of God’s dear children, and this 
consolation we greatly need, especially today when thousands of righteous 
believers are in deep distress. All suffering of God’s children must in 
the end redound to God’s glory and their own good, as also, of course, 
to the good of others. But after all is said, God’s judgments remain 
unsearchable and His ways past finding out; and so we must patiently 
endure all trials, looking with ever-increasing faith to the time when 
we shall understand the why and wherefore of our earthly affliction in 
the perfect light of heaven. This, we believe, is the peculiar lesson of 
the Book of Job. J.T. M. 

Unusual Missionary Interest.— Ernest Gordon, in the Sunday-school 
Times (April 19, 1941), reports a case of unusual missionary interest 
when he writes: “Wong Moon Him operates a grocery store in San 
Antonio, Tex. Born in China, he came to the United States eighteen 
years ago and was converted in a Christian mission in that city. Im- 
mediately his heart was set on fire for the cause of Christ. He won 
his wife to the Savior and later, because of his zeal, was made deacon 
of the Chinese Baptist Church of San Antonio. His ambition is that 
some day he and his eight children may all be preachers of the Gospel 
in his homeland. But Wong Moon Him is not waiting until some far-off 
opportunity offers. Following his conversion, he began writing to his 
eighty-year-old mother, 250 miles from Canton, telling of the wonders 
of the Christian life. When, to his great joy, she was converted, he sent 
money to buy property next to her home to be dedicated as a preaching 
stand. Then he wrote to the nearest Baptist missionary, asking him ‘to 
send a Chinese preacher to preach at Hoy Sun each Sunday. I will 
pay the expenses.’ Later he had ten phonograph records made in which 
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he preached and sang in Chinese and talked personally with his mother. 
These he sent to China with the request that they be played to his 
mother in Hoy Sun village, and after she had heard them, that all the 
villagers be invited to come and hear the message, too. A few days later 
the returning missionary received a check for $100 on the Bank of 
Canton to pay his expenses to Hoy Sun, with the request that, if he 
would be unable to get to that village, the money be employed some- 
where else for the cause of Christ. Wong Moon Him also sent ten 
handkerchiefs with Gospel-messages written upon them to distribute 
among young people interested in learning about Christ. He gave an 
order on the Bible Society at Shanghai for Testaments and other 
literature for wide distribution. More recently he has been licensed 
to preach, and seven Chinese were converted at his second service. 
His seventeen-year-old daughter has volunteered for missionary work 
in China.” Such extraordinary zeal for missionary activity, we believe, 
deserves wide publicity, especially in view of the novel ways which it 
has found to express itself. How much cannot a believer accomplish 
in the Lord’s service if only he is willing to dedicate his talents fully 
to the Lord! J.T. M. 


The Peril of America.— The Watchman-Examiner (North. Baptist) 
under this head calls attention to the fact that, while the menace to 
our integrity and welfare from foreign powers must not be ignored, “the 
greatest peril to the United States just now is within its own borders.” 
It writes: “That peril is the growing mass of unchristianized people who 
dwell among us. “The enemy has come in like a flood,’ and the Christian 
churches in the land have done comparatively little to stem that flood. 
If there is any real menace of a dictator in this country, this Christless 
element will furnish the solid foundation on which his power will be 
built, because spiritually decadent and morally confused people are 
always ready to submit to authoritative and paternal human leadership.” 
In the conclusion of the editorial the writer says: “The peril to this 
nation is the supine character of our Christianity. The Christians of 
the United States are not storming the gates of hell. For years they 
have allowed the bastions of hell to be pushed farther and farther into 
their character. With what result? We have today an estimated 
17,000,000 American youth of school age not now reached by the Christian 
churches. Out of this vast host the majority of the estimated 4,750,000 
criminals in this country have been recruited. We are paying for this 
with a criminal record that reaches an alarming percentage of our homes. 
Every twenty-two seconds a major crime is committed in this land, the 
majority by youth. We cannot rear pagans and keep this country 
Christian. Christians cannot permit the constant multiplication of 
citizens devoid of spiritual life and morality and keep their own freedom 
and sacred institutions. The greatest peril we face is here in our midst. 
Never before was there so great a need for spiritual mobilization of our 
Christian forces.” 

While it is true what the editorial here says, it fails definitely to put 
the finger on the festering cancer sore in a majority of our churches. The 
greatest peril to the welfare of our country is, after all, the rank unbelief 
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of such Modernists as Fosdick, Buttrick, Hocking, and others, who dyna- 
mite the foundation of the Church by denying the Christian truths of 
sin and grace, justification and sanctification, and, above all, of the sole 
authority of the Bible in religion. The Federal Council of Churches of 
Christ in America is a remarkably influential and far-reaching organi- 
zation in our country, and yet as a body it denies both the sola Scriptura 
and the sola gratia, so that it cannot lay any claim to representing the 
“Churches of Christ in America.” As we see it, there is only one thing 
that can save Christianity in our land, and that is a firm conviction of 
the divine truth as taught in Scripture, joined with that daring Christian 
boldness which is always ready to attack the hostile forces of infidelity 
within the Church and without. ' J.T. M. 


Pacifism.— The Christian Beacon (March 20, 1941) writes: “One 
of the serious charges made against the Church by men of the world 
is that it changes its position in each varying circumstance. In times 
of peace ministers are pacifists. In times of war they forget their 
pacifism and change their position. The validity of such a charge can 
be seen in the Presbyterian Tribune (the mouthpiece of the Modernists 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.). It formerly held a strict 
pacifist position, but its editor now announces that the members of its 
editorial council have changed their opinion about war and that the 
paper can no longer hold the strict view. Therefore, it must open its 
columns editorially to pro and con, some against war, some favoring war. 
There you are! How ridiculous! What a spectacle! No wonder people 
lose confidence in a Church and the leaders of a Church! War comes, 
the nation is involved; we pass a lend-lease bill, and then these men 
flop over to the side of public sentiment. Regardless of the reason given 
for their change, they have changed. If these Modernists believed the 
Bible and took it as their guide and were true spokesmen for the Lord 
Jesus Christ, they never would have held the extreme pacifist position 
in the first place, and secondly, their position could be consistent and 
the same throughout the years. The Bible does not change. The 
teaching of the Bible has not changed since the day of the prophets and 
the apostles who gave it to us. From age to age it has been the same. 
A national calamity, an international war, a world conflagration, no 
matter how intense or what its proportions, cannot alter the teachings 
of the Bible and the duties therein required of men. The position of 
the Bible has been clearly summarized in the historic Westminster Con- 
fession of Faith and Catechisms, in which it says that Christian men may 
on just and necessary occasions wage war. The right of self-defense, 
clearly presented in the Scriptures, involves this. But after the war is 
over pacifists will again bud forth and spin their spider-webs. One 
would think that after a while these Liberals would realize how 
ridiculous they appear and would at least confess that the Funda- 
mentalists who appeal to the Word of God are consistent in that they 
have not changed their position but based it squarely upon the ‘Thus 
saith the Lord’: ‘It is written in the Word.” 

The point which the Christian Beacon makes is certainly well taken. 
There is no greater inconsistency than that of erring perverted human 
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reason and no greater consistency than that which the inerrant divine 
Word offers to us amid the changes of times and circumstances. The 
utter worthlessness of Liberalism is convincingly demonstrated by its 
constant shifting of views and opinions. J.T.M. 


“Predestination.— To THE Epiror: It is surprising that my friend 
and seminary classmate the Rev.Irwin St.John Tucker should express 
so superficial an interpretation of Article 17— as though it proclaims 
Calvinism. The sense of the article is this: (1) Predestination to life is 
the purpose of God to deliver mankind from damnation to salvation 
through Christ. Men are called to a life of grace; and as they respond, 
they attain this salvation. (2) This consideration of predestination is of 
comfort to the godly. Also, to the carnal, the [implied] threat of a 
predestination to damnation leads to desperation and loose morals. These 
are not the works of God, but of the devil. (3) There is a Scriptural 
doctrine of predestination and election as there is a Scriptural presenta- 
tion of what is God’s will for mankind. It will be seen from this that 
(1) stress is laid on the positive doctrine of predestination to Life; 
(2) the article stops short of a negative doctrine of predestination to 
damnation and implies that such a doctrine is devilish, not godly; and 
(3) it also implies that the only Scriptural doctrine of predestination and 
election is that to life. Now, the official statement of Calvinistic doctrine 
(see Westminster Confession, chapter III, Of God’s Eternal Decree) 
declares (1) predestination to life for those who are the elect, and 
(2) predestination to damnation for those who are not the elect; and 
affirms that these together are the true doctrine contained in Scripture. 
This comparison should make it clear that, if Article 17 ‘proclaims 
predestination and election to be the faith of the Church of England,’ 
something other than the Calvinistic doctrine is meant; and the conten- 
tion of the Rev. E.D. Weed is upheld against the conclusion jumped at 
by the Rev. Irwin St.John Tucker. 

“TRev.] THEoporE J. Dewees, Binghampton, N. Y.” 
(The Living Church, April 9, 1941.) 


We are submitting the above in order to show that it is not only 
within the Lutheran Church that the clear teaching of Scripture on the 
election of grace is being muddled; yes, and turned into its very opposite. 
Article 17 of the Articles of Religion of the Episcopal Church teaches 
particular election: “. . . those whom [before the foundation of the 
world] God hath chosen in Christ out of mankind. ... They which be 
endued with so excellent a benefit of God be called according to God’s 
purpose by His Spirit working in due season; they through grace obey 
the calling,” etc. We cannot understand why the Rev. Th. Dewees should 
say: “The sense of the article is this: (1) Predestination to life is the 
purpose of God to deliver mankind from damnation to salvation through 
Christ. Men are called to a life of grace; and as they respond, they 
attain this salvation.” And we could never understand why here in 
America Lutherans should attempt to interpret the particular election 
of the Formula of Concord in the same way, identifying the election of 
grace with the universal plan of salvation and speaking of an election 
in the wider sense and an election in the narrow sense. Perhaps the 
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following statements by E.J. Bicknell in A Theological Introduction io 
the Thirty-nine Articles will shed some light on the matter. “We need 
to bear in mind that Scripture insists upon three great thoughts. (I) God 
has an eternal purpose of love for all nations and individuals whom He 
has made. (II) Salvation and grace are from first to last the gift of 
God’s free bounty. (III) Man is responsible to God for his conduct... . 
The articles give only one side of the teaching of Scripture. They deal 
with salvation entirely from God’s side and ignore man’s cooperation. 
The complementary side of the teaching of Scripture is passed over in 
silence.” (Pp. 282,285.) Because of their synergistic prepossession Bick- 
nell and Dewees make the particular election of the Thirty-nine Articles 
to mean God’s universal will of grace and the right use made of it by 
the assenting will of man. For the same reason Lutherans in America 
have said: “It is thus through the action of men that the universal 
will of God is changed into the election of particular men.” 

On the other hand, Dewees is right in denying that Article 17 
teaches a predestination to damnation. Bicknell, too, states: “The last 
two sentences deny the Calvinistic doctrine of ‘particular redemption,’ 
i.e., that Christ died for the elect only,” etc. (P.289.) Why should men 
think that Art.17 proclaims Calvinism? We know why here in America 
men insist that those who teach particular election have Calvinistic 
leanings. These men are obsessed with the idea that the obverse and 
corollary of an election to life must be an election to damnation; that 
particular election leaves no room for universal grace. E 


Cine gutreffende Charafterifierung [utherifder Orthodozie. Xn jchalen, 
liberalen theologijden Kreifjen ift e3 Gitte getvorden, mit abjoluter Verachtung 
auf die lutherijde Orthodoxie im 17. Jahrhundert herabgubliden. Die theo- 
logifde Literatur diejes twahrhaft heroifden Beitalters wird allerdings faum 
mehr gelejen; man begniigt fic) mit Zitaten und wiederholt, mas andere 
berachtlid) iiber die grogen Manner diefer Periode geurteilt haben. Um fo 
erfreulicher ijt e3, menn man einmal wieder fo ettwas iiber die Iutherifde 
Orthdorie lieft, wie eS Pfarrer D. Frib, Vuighaujen, Kreis Ulm, in einer 
Reihe bon WArtifeln, betitelt , Warum fiegte der Pietismus iiber die Ortho- 
Doren?” (Wig. Ev.-Luth. Kirchengeitung), in dem dritten der vier Wuffabe 
Darlegt. Cr fcdreibt: ,,Den Orthodoren ijt e3 ein Heiliger Ernjt um 
ihre Gache [Gperrdrud im Lert]. Wie hatte fonft jo mancher angefidts 
des Todes oder auch etiva vor einer lebenSgefahrliden Operation feierlid 
noc) begeugen fonnen, dak er bon HergenSgrund feind fei den Yrrtiimern der 
Papijten, Saframentierer, Bwinglianer und Calvinijten, Schwendfelder, 
Wiedertaufer, Flacianer, teil diefe Yrrtiimer dem ellen, Haren Wort Gottes 
guivider feien? Die Orthodoren twaren iiberzeugt, daf ihre Gegner a3 
GHeiligite antajteten: die fatholijde Kirde nehme die Gewifheit durd die 
Lehre, der Menfdh werde nicht durch den Glauben allein gerecht, er miiffe das 
GSeinige felbft dagu tun. Der Calvinismus bringe durd feine Prabdeftina- 
tionSlehre den Menfden gur Vergiweiflung, dak er nie mehr von Hergens- 
gtund froblich fein finne. Bet Arnd twerde das Getwiffe, Gottes gefdriebe- 
nes und gepredigtes Wort, dabintengelaffen. Darum hielt man die Polemif 
aud) auf der Rangel fiir PFlidt. Das fet man der Ehre Gottes fcjuldig, 
die Durch falfde Lehre angetaftet und berfleinert werde, aber auch der Ge- 





Theological Observer — Rirdlid-Zeitgefdhictlides 551 


meinde, Daf fie die Geifter priifen lerne, nidjt lau merde und vor Abfall be- 
wabhrt bleibe, und den ,Verfiihrten und Verkehrien‘, dah fie twomdglich nod 
fiir die Wahrheit gewonnen werden. Glaubenstreue galt als unbe- 
pingte Pflidht. Der lutherifde Chrijt darf nidjt fic) ,affommodieren‘, aber 
aud nit ein Neutralift und Iauer Wetterhahn‘ twerden. Wenn der Chrift 
aud) die Heimat verlajjen und ins Clend giehen mug, fo ift doc) die gange 
Grde de3 HErrn. Wer um des Glaubens willen das Leben lajjen mu, hat 
den Croft: ,Selig fetd thr, jo euch die Menjden hajjen, ... denn euer Lohn 
ift grok im Oinrmel.‘ — Go fagen mir, ftatt die Orthodoren ,mannifd‘ gu 
jdjelten, Lieber: die Orthodozie zeigt fic) in der Nachfolge Luthers mann- 
lig, tapfer im Kampf fiir Die Wahrheit, in Der Rede 
mitunter dDerb, abernod frifh@undvolfstimlid, ifrer 
Game gewif. C8 ijt menfdhlicsh begreiflid, dag mancer in dem fort- 
dauernden Kampf fcjliehlidh ftreitluftig und eiqgenfinnig wurde, 
Wefentlides und Untwefentlides verwedhfelte, aus den Anjdauungen der 
Gegner Folgerungen ableitete, an die diefe wie gedadjt Hatten, Miftrauen 
geigte auch gegeniiber foldjen, die im twefentliden auf demjelben Glaubens- 
grund ftanden. Wielleicht haben auch mitunter die Nerven verjagt, twietwohl 
auch franflide Manner wie Rabus und Thumm Erjtaunliches geleijtet haben. 
Ginter all dem fdarfen Kampf verbirgt fich doch eine fslidte, marme 
Frommigfkeit, wie fie Lufas Ofiander d. B. in feinem Buch gegen Wrnd 
gejdhildert hat: Cin rechter Chrift halt jich fteif an das gefdhriebene und ge- 
predigte Wort Gottes und glaubt ihm einfaltig. Er jebt fich alle Tage aufs 
wenigite einmal auf die Rechenbanf, bedenft, wie er das Leben gugebradht, 
befennt Gott jeine Fehler und bittet um ihre qnadige Vergeihung im Glauben. 
%m iibrigen befiehlt er fich jedergeit in den Schub und Schirm deS treuen 
Gottes, wartet feines Veruf3 getreulicd) und redlich, dient feinem Nachften 
mit Den bon Gott empfangenen Gaben, fo gut er fann. Gebht e3 ihm wohl, 
fo dDanft er Gott darum und twird nicht iibermiitiqg. Gebht’s ihm iibel, fo 
lernt er Gott in Lieb und Leid danfen und das Kreuz geduldig tragen. Cr 
bedenft die Stunde des Tode3, fo wird er da8 Herg nicht an den Ptammon 
hangen und die rechte chriftlice Gelaffenheit haben. °Wlles, was er tut, das 
tut er im Namen YEfu und in der Furdht Gotte3 und lagt e3 aus Glauben 
hergehen. — Der Chrift wmeiR — fo war jchon in der Vauernpojtille des 
alteren Lufas Ofiander zu lefen —, dagR mit der Reformation die astvilfte 
Stunde der Welt ihren Anfang genommen hat, ,auf einen dunfeln Tag ein 
fdoner, flarer Wbend, ehe die Gonne untergeht.. Mun da die Rrieg3fata- 
ftrophe hereingebrocjen twar zur Strafe, dag die Evangelifcen das Evan- 
gelium berachten und die Katholifen e3 laftern und verfolgen, fchien noc 
mehr die Beit Dem Ende gugeriidt. Aber e3 galt, die lebte Stunde 
ausgufaufen. €3 hat etwas Crgreifende3, wie die von RKriegSnot, 
Hunger und Seudjen bedrangten Pfarrer ihren Studien obliegen; durch 
Tragheit und Hinbriiten werde ja der Geift ftumpf; mer das Studium ver- 
jaume, fonne auch andern fein Fiihrer fein, auch nicht die Wahrheit gegen 
ihre Gegner berteidigen. Auch die fchweren Fragen der Beit, die Frage des 
Zinsnehmens und deS Kriegfiihren3, wurden mit Ernft durdhdadht. Erquid- 
lich aber ift, tenn einer diefer Manner, fo gang anders al Spener, fid 
feines Juftigen Gartens‘ freut, in dem er vielen Unmuts vergaf‘, danfbar 
flit die irdifden Gaben Gottes, und doc) den Blic gericdjtet auf das Ufer 
und den Port, da das Sdifflein einmal nach miibfeliger Fahrt anlanden fol.“ 
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Man ift verfucdht, den gangen Artikel abgudrucen, befonders dad gleid 
olgende mit dem dargelegten Gegenjak gwifden dem mannliden Ortho- 
Doxismus und dem ,gedampften” Pietismus mit feinem ,,tweibijden” Bug. 
Uber dagu feblt der Raum. Lieft man foldhe WUrtifel itber die Lutherijde 
Orthodorie des 17. Rahrhunderts mie den obigen, fo wei man nidt, twas 
man iiber das Gefafel urteilen foll, dag fich gwifchen der lutherifden Ortho- 
Dozie Des 17. Jahrhunderts und Luther eine groke Kluft finde. Wusnahmen 
gibt eS ja in allem; aber die Vertreter der wirklich lutherifdhen Orthodorie 
find, wenn auc bie und da unfideren Fupe3, doch treu und redlid in 
Luthers Fuptapfen mweitergegangen, um als Sehrifttheologen das durch die 
Reformation neu erworbene Evangelium rein gu betwahren und e3 unver- 
fiirgt an die folgenden Gefdlechter meitergugeben. Uns diirften fie in ihrer 
GlaubenStreue gewik vorbildlich fein. wD. M. 


tibertritte gur evangelifden Rirdhe. Bon dem jfeltenen Fall, dak glaubige 
Katholifen, bon eSchatologijden Hoffnungen ergriffen, den Wanderjtab in 
die Hand nahmen, berichtet die ,Schonere Bufunft" (Geft 9/10 bom 24. No- 
bember 1940). Die jchwwarmerifd-eSchatologijhe Bewegung ijt gefniipft an 
den Namen de3 Pfarrers Ygnag Lind! aus Grundremumingen bet Gunbdel- 
fingen (Gdhtwaben), der mit feinen ,,€riwedten” dem ,,Willen de3 HErrn” gu 
folgen glaubte, al3 er Das Vaterland verlieR und in der Frembde das _,,gelobte 
Land” gu fucjen begann, two man gang der Pflege einer frommen Xnner- 
lichfeit leben fonnte. Cr glaubte e3, ahnlic) wie die ,,Criwecten” aus der 
ebangelifcden Kirde, in Rugland gefunden gu haben, und begab fic 1819 an 
den Zarenhof; 1820 beorderte ihn der Zar als Probft der in Siidrukland 
angefiedelten deutfcden Katholifen nach Odeffa. Von hier aus ermunterte 
er feine fchiwabifde Gemeinde, ihm gu folgen. 400 feiner AWnhanger erhielten 
die Erlaubnis zur AWuswanderung. Mit 50 Wagen und 60 Familien langten 
die Lindl-Leute in Bekarabien an. Gebet und Predigt leiteten die fchwere 
AWufbauarbeit ein. Die Kolonie lebte ,,urchriftlich’ als WArbeits- und Giiter- 
gemeinfdaft. Cin geiibter Gangerchor umrahmte Lindls Predigten, in 
denen er den naben Weltuntergang verfiindigte. Groke Pilgerfdharen au3 
gang Sefarabien ftromten gu Ddiefen Predigten herbeit. C3 wurde eine 
Schule und eine Kirche gebaut, und im Laufe der Beit entftanden neue 
Ortjdhaften. MNachdbem Lindl wieder nach Deutichland guriicigefehrt war, trat 
faft die gange Kolonie gur ebangelifchen Rirde iiber. €3 Yoderte fic dann 
allmablic) auch die gemeinfdjaftlide VetriebSordnung, und jeder Rolonijt er- 
hielt Cigenbejib. (Ug. Cv.-Luth. Kirchengeitung.) 


Brief Items. — Out of Hawaii’s 400,000 people more than 118,000 are 
Catholics. By papal decree of February 22 Hawaii has been raised to 
the rank of a diocese and created a suffragan see of the archdiocese of 
San Francisco. Though missionaries landed there in 1827, not until 1839 
were they free to carry on their work. The See of Hawaii is at present 
vacant.— America (Roman Catholic). 


“Dr.J.Gresham Machen long ago used these prophetic words: 
‘America is today running on the momentum of a godly ancestry. When 
that momentum goes, God help America!’ Whither are we drifting today 
with our cocktails, play-boys, and flappers so much in the public eye?” 
So writes the Watchman-Examiner. As the years roll by, every church- 
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body should not fail to ask itself whether it probably is merely “running 
on the momentum of a godly ancestry.” 


The leading official magazine of the communistic party in Moscow 
is the Bolshevik. According to America this paper stated the Soviet 
aims as follows: “The U.S.S.R. wants to keep aside from any conflict. 
Its only aim is a European war in which the capitalistic countries alone 
will be involved. The U.S.S.R. hopes to change this war into a civil 
one and expects that the world revolution will be the final result.” 
What demoniacal purposes the Red leaders entertain if this statement is 
authentic! 

The Supreme Court of the United States, in a decision written by 
Chief Justice Hughes, upheld the conviction of 68 Jehovah’s Witnesses 
who had offended against the law by parading the streets of Manchester, 
N.H., without a license. Among the statements made by the Chief 
Justice was the assertion that this action against Jehovah’s Witnesses 
was not taken on account of their religious views but on account of 
their disregard of a city ordinance. This sentence of his opinion deserves 
being quoted: “The authority of a municipality to impose regulations 
in order to assure the safety and convenience of the people in the use 
of public highways has never been regarded as inconsistent with civil 
liberties but rather as one of the means of safeguarding the good order 
upon which they ultimately depend.” That is sound reasoning. 


“Two little children, aged about seven and eight years, died some 
40,000 years ago in a cavern in Syria. Their bones were recently dis- 
covered by the Rev. John C. Doherty, S. J., of the Boston College Depart- 
ment of Anthropology. Father Doherty believes these remains — 
showing a straight chin and a straight forehead—point the way to 
a link between Neantherthal man and modern man. Are those little 
innocents, now in limbo, aware of the help they gave unwittingly to 
modern science?” — Make your own comments, brethren! 


In Holland there is said to be a noticeable revival of religious in- 
terest, which is evident particularly among the laboring classes. The 
tribulation which has come to that country may have brought on this 
good result. 


In Spain, so the Watchman-Examiner reports, the government has 
seized 110,000 Bibles which are the property of the British and Foreign 
Bible Society. There is said to be much persecution for the workers 
of the British-Spanish Gospel Mission. At the same time the Spanish 
government does not fail to see that Masonry is a dangerous element 
in the State, and in Spain “it is now a criminal offense to be a Mason.” 
Students of history know what a wave of resentment against the Masonic 
order swept through the United States more than a hundred years ago 
and that in several States at that time legislation was passed against 
Masonic lodges. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Bypaths in the Greek New Testament for the English Reader. By 
Kenneth S. Wuest. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Mich. 124 pages, 
514X734. Price, $1.00. 


This is a rather unique book, designed to lead the English reader into 
a study of the New Testament, particularly to reveal hidden beauties of 
Christian doctrine by setting forth the exact meaning of the text as inter- 
preted on the basis of the Greek original. Dr. Wuest, who teaches in 
Moody Bible Institute, takes up such ideas as “Lord,” “love,” “election,” 
“kenosis,” and also terms more rarely treated, as “stephanos,” “parousia,” 
and others. Coming from a Reformed writer, the following remark on 
election seems worth quoting: “Salvation is a work of God from start 
to finish. And yet it is true that each lost sinner must by an act of his 
will place his faith in the Savior. He has that responsibility. ‘Ye have 
not chosen Me, but I have chosen you’ (John 15:16), is sublimely true. 
But ‘whosoever will, let him take the Water of Life freely’ (Rev. 22:17), 
is also true. We cannot reconcile or understand these things, but we can 
trust God for them and believe them.” There is a fine discussion of the 
verb “to foreknow.” The doctrine of the Atonement is given its Biblical 
definition, while we cannot agree with the idea of Christ’s humiliation 
(Phil. 2:5-8) here presented. There is a useful index to Scripture ref- 
erences. TH. GRAEBNER 


Christian Dogmatics. By Prof. Franz Pieper, D.D. Translated by Prof. 
Walter Albrecht, Concordia Seminary, Springfield, Ill. Published 
by the Concordia Supply Co., Concordia Seminary, Springfield, Ill. 
Three volumes, cloth covers, 118%; 353, 329, 327 pages. Price, 
$3.00 per volume, postpaid. 


Here is Dr. Pieper’s classic in an English dress, well-fitting and 
becoming Dr. Pieper. And it is the complete Pieper, only, says the trans- 
lator, “of Pieper’s footnotes I embody whatever I deem of value to the 
busy pastor. The proof-texts are, as a rule, written out to make the 
Scriptural basis of all dogmatic assertions the more evident.” The thanks 
of our Church are due the translator for the tremendous labor expended, 
to the Concordia Mimeographing and Supply Company, which assumed 
the financial risk, and to Prof.W.H.Behrens for his accurate proof- 
reading. This English Christian Dogmatics was prepared for class use 
in the Springfield Seminary, but there are others who will profit by its 
use, and not only those who are not able to read and study Pieper’s work 
in the original German. — Our pastors and teachers are certainly to be 
congratulated: a rich lore in the field of dogmatics has been made 
available to them. They start out with the Catechism and a number of 
fine catechetical helps. Then they have at their disposal Prof. E. Koehler’s 
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Summary of Christian Doctrine. From this they graduate into Dr. J.T. 
Mueller’s Christian Dogmatics, largely or, we might say, entirely, based 
on Pieper. That whets their appetite for more of Pieper— and here you 
have all of it. Only in English indeed; but many a reader will feel the 
urge to read Pieper in his own inimitable style and may perchance treat 
himself to both the German and the English edition. He will not lose 
thereby. — Our edition is only a mimeotype. But even in that humble 
garb it is a joy and a treasure. 

The review of Dr. Pieper’s Christliche Dogmatik in the THEOLOGICAL 
Montuty, 1924, p. 271 ff., said: “The entire volume [third], like the two 
preceding it, is a conscientious effort to reproduce God’s Word and Lu- 
ther’s doctrine pure, and also in this volume the guiding influence of 
Luther’s labors in the domain of dogmatics is unmistakable — certainly 
a feature reflecting credit on the oft-despised Luther and on the faith 
and courage of Dr. Pieper.... His work will go down to future genera- 
tions as the dogmatic standard, alongside of the works of Walther and 
his earlier colleagues, of the Missouri Synod. ... The pastoral con- 
ference of the Central District of the Missouri Synod, in regular session 
at Fort Wayne, Ind., on June 25, 1924, went on record asking for the 
speedy preparation of an English edition of this work.” Perhaps some 
conference will in the course of years ask for a printed edition of Al- 
brecht’s translation, complete with all the footnotes. Tu. ENGELDER 


The Christian Attitude toward War. By Loraine Boettner. Wm. B. Eerd- 


mans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 1940. 119 pages, 
742x534. Price, $1.00. 

We have here the Scriptural answer to the question whether the 
Christian may and must support his government in waging a just war. 
“Nor is there anything in the New Testament to indicate that a soldier 
could not also be a good Christian. ... Here [in Rom.13:1-7] we are 
taught that it is the duty of fhe State to maintain law and order, if need 
be, by the sword.” (P.38f.) That is the Lutheran answer. See Luther’s 
Ob Kriegsleute auch in einem seligen Stande sein koennen (X, p. 488 ff.). 
Fine answers to other important questions are given. For instance: “If 
the citizen is not able to determine for himself whether or not the war 
is just, he should obey the order from his government just as he would 
obey an order from the courts in civil affairs, realizing that as a private 
citizen he may not be in possession of all the important facts.... If the 
citizen is convinced that the particular war into which his country is 
about to enter is morally wrong, it becomes his duty to protest to the 
proper governmental authorities . . . and refuse to take any further part 
in what he believes to be the mass murder of his fellow-men.” (P. 69 f.) 
And this: “In this connection it should, be remembered that not the 
individual conscience but the full system of doctrine taught in the Scrip- 
tures is the final authority for both faith and practice.... Neither the 
moral judgment nor the conscience is infallible as to what is ultimately 
right or wrong. To find that out we must go to the Scriptures.” (P. 80 f.) 
And this: “Political pronouncements, particularly those having to do 
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with the defense of the country, are entirely out of place when coming 
from church courts or from individual church-‘leaders.’ ... There are 
few things which can more quickly bring the good name of the Church 
into justified disrepute than for her to presume to dictate in matters 
which are outside of her lawful sphere.” (P.77.) And finally this: 
“War as a judgment on nations. ... The marvel is, not that God has 
brought some nations to judgment through war, but that in His mercy 
He has granted such long periods of peace and has allowed so many 
nations to escape these horrors for such a long time.” (P.100.) — When 
our author discusses matters on which Scripture sheds no light, his 
judgments carry, of course, only the weight of his personal opinion. His 
judgments on questions of political expediency, such as “the democratic 
way of life” or as to whether “short military service” serves the state 
better than “the long-term professional army,” and his evaluation of 
events in contemporary history hardly belong in a theological treatise. 
We wonder on whose authority he states that “most of the Christians 
in Germany are in concentration camps.” (P.86.) This means that we 
do not subscribe to everything stated in this book. But very much of 
the theological part of it gives good information on the burning question 
of the Christian attitude toward war.— The author has, as some of our 
readers know, written that valuable treatise “The Inspiration of the 
Scriptures.” TH. ENGELDER 


He Opened the Book. By Teunis E.Gouwens, D.D. Fleming H. Revell 
Company, New York. 187 pages, 5% 734. Price, $1.50. 


Dr. Gouwens’s aim in writing this book was “to inspire a return to 
the Bible on the part of both preacher and people.” We find many 
arguments for such a return in this book and many good suggestions on 
the proper study of the Bible. We heartily subscribe to such statements. 
“In order to present this Word of God to the world’s need, the preacher 
must himself be steeped in it. He will not be able to show the way of 
triumph over the forces that exalt themselves against God unless he 
himself brings ‘into captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ.’” 
(P.39.) “How necessary a working knowledge of the original languages 
of Scripture is, it is hard to say. My personal opinion is that one 
should be very loath to let Greek go.... And it would be an excellent 
thing if, without consuming too much time, our seminaries could pro- 
vide their students with enough knowledge of the Hebrew to give them 
an introduction to, and a more adequate understanding of, the form and 
spirit of the Old Testament.” (P.137.) “Topical preaching can be very 
effective and helpful. But like any other preaching, it depends for its 
variety and power largely on its use of Biblical material. Unless one 
continually feeds his mind with Scriptural food, he is apt to revert 
too often to some pet theme.” (P. 184.) The book abounds with simi- 
lar helpful suggestions, illuminating remarks, and thought-provoking 
statements. 

The Bible, however, to which the author urges us to return, is not 
the Bible in its present form but the Bible as scientific research has re- 
vised and rewritten it. “This does not mean that evolution is to be 
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made a target of ridicule. Most of us feel that many of its contentions 
must be admitted. We do not feel, however, that its proofs in any way 
invalidate the majestic statement with which the Bible opens: ‘In the 
beginning God.’ If science convinces us that evolution is one of the 
methods by which God works, we shall not quarrel with that conclusion. 
Nor shall we hesitate to incorporate this truth in our pulpit teaching. 
Let us always remember, however, that our standard of judgment is 
not the latest pronouncement of a scholar but the truth as it is in Jesus. 
Any account of this universe which ignores Christ is inadequate and 
misleading.” (P.16.) “Some people think that a higher critic is always 
hostile, that his purpose is always to destroy, and that his attitude to the 
Bible and to Christians is one of cold superiority. It is seldom so. The 
critics are scientific in their work, and, like true scientists in other realms, 
they are concerned to find the truth. The higher critics are our friends 
and not our foes.” (P.142f.) “We pay our respects to the scholars who 
have given us a new appreciation of the genius which pervades the 
sacred page.” (P.143.) Very significant is his warning, p.145: “Fourthly, 
never ridicule a rejected interpretation. Do not join those who see in 
Noah and Jonah only themes for vulgar jests and college songs. It may 
be that the thing you are ready to discard is very precious to certain 
of your hearers. Then be careful how you proceed. If you cannot be 
a tender surgeon, you have no business being a surgeon at all.” (P.145.) 
In other words, cut out whatever does not agree with your reason, but 
cut it out so tenderly that the patient does not realize that something 
very precious is being taken away. 


At times the author speaks very beautifully and correctly on the 
work of Christ. “The personality of Christ dominates the sacred page. 
Or as Luther has it, ‘The Bible is the crib in which Jesus Christ is laid.’ 
‘In the Volume of the Book it is written of Me.’ There is the secret of 
the beauty and the power of this holy record. And it must likewise be 
the central theme of the sermon. As Cotton Mather put it, “Your sermon 
must always be such that you may hope to have the blood of your 
Savior sprinkled on it and His good Spirit breathing in it’” (P.166f.) 
Yet when we read: “Many years ago, when I was a student at Union 
Seminary and we had just been studying the Virgin Birth, I asked 
Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick if I should use that theme for my Christmas 
sermon and discuss the arguments for and against that doctrine. His 
reply, immediate and emphatic, was, ‘No, preach the strongest sermon 
you can on Jesus Christ.’ It was wise counsel” (p.166); and when we 
read: “Jesus Christ is the superlative religious character in the history 
of the world. He revealed God by His teaching and His life, and He 
made Him known as the Father whose redeeming love is as powerful 
as it is enduring. The supreme thing about Jesus is that God was in 
Him, ‘reconciling the world unto Himself.’ This is our Gospel. This is 
the message of our Book. This is the good news we are ordained to 
preach” (p. 167 f.), when we read this, we wonder whether the author’s 
Christ, like Fosdick’s, is, after all, no more than a mere man, a social 
reformer. Tu. LAETSCH 
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The Joyful Mystery. Devotional meditations on the events connected 
with the first Christmas. By William C.Skeath. Illustrated by 
Harold J. Minton. The Westminster Press, Philadelphia. 1940, 
150 pages, 5x7. Price, $1.50. 

While this review will not reach our readers in the season in which 
the publishers desired to have it appear, we have no doubt that one or 
the other of our pastors will take note of the title and contents of this 
little work by Pastor Skeath, who is serving a Methodist church in Nor- 
ristown, Pa. The meditations offered here discuss the infancy narratives 
pertaining to our Lord as they are found in the gospels of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke. The material is grouped under three heads: Nazareth, 
Bethlehem, and Jerusalem. The aim is to bring before the reader once 
more the blessed narrative giving us the account of the birth of our 
Savior and to embellish it with appropriate selections from modern 
poetry as well as with pen-drawings depicting scenes and persons con- 
nected with the story. We are happy to see that the author accepts the 
Bible doctrine of the virgin birth of Christ. When he discusses the 
meaning of the Gloria in Excelsis, a hesitating note is struck. He in- 
quires as io the significance of “peace on earth” proclaimed by the 
angels. He asks these questions suggested to him by the distressing 
world situation, “Have we, by some strange mischance, misinterpreted 
the joy in these shepherd hearts at the news of the coming Savior? For 
what kind of Savior were they hoping? A Savior from their sins? from 
their poverty? from their arduous toil? from the social distinctions 
which chained them in castes? This is an open question, not by any 
means settled conclusively in the minds of many.” He has to admit: 
“Racial discrimination has not passed, industrial inequality has not 
disappeared, economic conflict still rages, the poor are still despised by 
the haughty, and castes still rule the world.” (P.84f.) The author seems 
to misunderstand the meaning of the angels when he says: “Yet surely 
these angels could not have sung so joyfully had they not known that 
human brotherhood was making its beginning with the coming of this 
Child.” (P.85.) Why is it so difficult for preachers of our age to under- 
stand that the peace which Christ brought to the world is the “peace 
which passeth all understanding,” the great reconciliation between God 
and the world? If the collapse of the present order of things and the 
inability of our civilization to save itself teach anything, it certainly is 
the great lesson that the gifts which Christ has earned for us and which 
God bestows in the kingdom of His Son here on earth are not temporal 
but spiritual gifts, “not meat and drink but righteousness and peace 
and joy in the Holy Ghost,” Rom. 14:17. W. ARNDT 


Our Bible. By Rev. J. M. Weidenschilling, M.A.,S.T.D. St. Louis, Mo. 
Concordia Publishing House. 95 pages, 5x7%. Price, 35 cts. 


This pamphlet is, in effect, a reprint of Bible lessons which were 
offered in the Concordia Bible Student during the year 1940, with certain 
extensions and an introduction by the Rev. A.C. Mueller. Its twelve 
chapters are in the form of outline studies for Bible lessons, home study, 
and private devotion. The value of the book is enhanced by questions 
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for study and discussion. Pastors and Bible-class teachers who know 
how to adapt this great mass of subject-matter to their individual cir- 
cumstances will be able to derive much benefit from the study and use 
of this pamphlet. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Learning to Know the Child. An Introduction to Child Study. By Ad. 
Haentzschel, Ph. D., Professor of Philosophy, Valparaiso University. 
Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 86 pages, 5x74. 
Price, 25 cts. Together with an Instructors Guide and Test Sheets 
for the use of pastors and institute leaders. 


This pamphlet is offered in the continuation of the series for Sun- 
day-school teachers’ training as issued by our Publishing House under 
the auspices of Synod’s committee. We have here, in eight chapters, 
some of the most important results of investigations in the field of child- 
study. The language is simple enough to meet the requirements of the 
training course. It is understood, as a matter of fact, that pastors and 
leaders will themselves add such features and make such adjustments as 
may be required in the circumstances under which they are working. 
For advanced teachers this little pamphlet will serve the purposes of 
review and probably of further stimulation to continue in the field of 
child-study. P. E. KRETZMANN 


What’s Wrong with the Dance? By John R.Rice. Zondervan Publish- 
ing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. Brochure, 44 pages, 54%4x7\4. 
Price, 25 cts. 

In What’s Wrong with the Dance? Evangelist Rice thunders against 
the modern dance, “child of the brothel,” “sister of drunkenness, lewd- 
ness, divorce, and murder,” “mother of lust,” “road to hell.” Originally 
it was a sermon, preached by believing, though doctrinally often errant, 
Baptist preacher John Rice, in the Fundamentalist Baptist Tabernacle, 
Dallas, Tex., Sunday, June 9, 1935, and as such it has all the faults of 
a long discourse, rambling at times because preached from loosely ar- 
ranged notes. But the effect of the whole is great, and the author here 
says things which our own Lutheran dance-tempted youngsters and 
oldsters ought to hear. When so and so many misled women declare 
that they had their start on the road to hell on the dance floor, where 
“decent people” were dancing, drinking, and otherwise unbecomingly 
disporting themselves, such witness ought to be heeded. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Unseen Cross. By C. Ivar Johnson. Zondervan Publishing Co., 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 59 pages, 54 x7%. Price, 35 cts. 

The Unseen Cross, by an “evangelist and Bible-teacher,” is a Fun- 
damentalist exposition and defense of Christ’s vicarious suffering and 
death and, with few slight exceptions (mostly matters of expression), 
Biblical. In the foreword the author, having frequently delivered this 
message as a “sermon-lecture,” writes: “There is no greater message 
given by God unto man than the message of salvation through the sacri- 
ficial death of Jesus Christ.” Every word in his book proves that he 
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means this. The “unseen cross,” after which the booklet (in seven 

chapters) is named, is Christ’s substitutionary suffering from His birth 

to His death on Calvary. We are glad that such books are still being 

published in this time of woeful doctrinal indifference and superficiality, 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 

Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Convention of the California and Nevada 
District, June 24—28, 1940. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, 
Mo. 1941. 24 pages, 558x8%. Price, 27 cts. 

The Proceedings offer only the business transactions and reports of 
the various officials, committees, and boards. The Convention adopted 
the overture of the Tri-County Pastoral Conference, “that this conven- 
tion protest the appointment of Mr. Myron Taylor to the Vatican as per- 
sonal representative of the President of the United States with the rank 
of ambassador and to lodge such a protest with the authorities at Wash- 
ington, D.C.” (P.20.) The convention also resolved “that the essay of 
Dr. J. H. C. Fritz and the devotional addresses of Dr. W. H. T. Dau be 
mimeographed in booklet form and that copies be mailed to all pastors, 
teachers, and delegates.” (P. 22.) Tx. LaEtscH 
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